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STATEMENT OF PROBLEM. 


The theoretical relationship between land income and land value is 
well known, but a statistical measure of it on any extensive scale 
has never been attempted. Such a measurement has been made 
possible as a result of data obtained in the census of 1920. Under 
conditions of changing land income four questions must be answered: 
(1) What is the relationship between land income and land value 
at a given time? (2) What is the long-time tendency in this relation- 
ship? (3) What is the anticipated relationship between the value at 
a given period and incomes of all later periods? In other words, 
what are future incomes expected to be and what is the rate at which 
they are capitalized? (4) What is the actual relationship between 
the value at a given period and the incomes of later periods ? 
These four phases of the problem exist because we live under 

conditions of changing land income. If it were known for a certainty 
that the incomes earned by land at any given time were to be per- 
- petuated for all time, and if the rate of interest were to remain con- 
stant, then the answer to the first question would be an answer 
to allfour. But such is not the case. 


_1*Yand’’ as used in this study refers throughout to land and improvements. 
75462°—24——1 
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Land incomes as we know them are either rising or falling; they 4 
do not continue the same year after year. Buyers and sellers of land — 
anticipate the future as best they can in determining what price they 
will pay or must receive when they buy or sell land. If land incomes 
are rising it means that the value of land at any given time will be 
higher than the capitalization of its net earnings at the going rate of 
interest on long-time investments at that time would warrant. 
Consequently, the ratio of income to value would be low in com- 
parison to the rate of interest. 

The first problem, then, is to find out what this annual relationship 
is, and to discover its variations from region to region. Since there 
are changes in the interest rate as time goes on and changes in the 
rate at which land incomes increase or decrease, it becomes necessary 
to study the second phase of the problem; that is, the long-time tend- 
ency of the annual relationship. That this is a very important phase 
of the problem is brought out on pages 37 to 40. The third problem 
is to find out the anticipated relationship between value in a given 
year and all the future incomes. 

Since the value in any given year is the sum of all the future 
incomes discounted to their present worth, one of the relation- 
ships sought here is this rate of discount. The relationship is an 
anticipated one, because it is not known for a certainty wie the 
future incomes will be, so that in actual fact it is the estimated future 
incomes which are discounted to a present worth and whose sum 
gives the present value. This problem then involves two questions: 
(1) What are the anticipated future incomes? (2) What is the rate 
at which they are discounted; or in other words, what is the rate of 
return which buyers and sellers of land expect to get on their in- 
vestments ? 

This anticipated rate of return may not be realized. Land incomes 
may increase more rapidly than anticipated, less rapidly than antici- 
pated, or they may decline, as has been the case since 1920. In the 
first case the long-time rate of return on the investment will be 
greater than anticipated, but in the second it will be less and in the 
third still less. Thus the fourth problem presents itself, the problem 
of determining what the actual return on the investment is, as against 
what it is anticipated to be, at the time a purchase is made. No 
answer can be given to this question for investments made at the 
present time; but for the past it can be shown how actual land income 
varied from what it was anticipated to be. Although this fourth 
problem can not be answered definitely for present investments, some 
consideration of it is necessary to understand the concrete relation- 
ships between the income from land and its selling price. 

The relationship involved in the first two problems may be 
thought of as one which shows the rate of return on the value of each 
and every particular year. The relationship sought in the last two 
problems is one that shows the long-time rate of return on the invest- 
ment. The latter relationship is the more fundamental, the former _ 
relationship being, in a way, incidental to it. The former can not be 
explained without knowing the latter, but the reverse is not true. 

The practical importance of a statistical measurement of these 
relationships is obvious. The investor in farm mortgages, for 
instance, wants to know in general two things: (1) How large a loan 
can he make with safety ? aud (2) will the interest payments be met 


_ regularly and promptly? The first question asked by the lender 

_ involves a knowledge of the long-time relationship. Will the rate of 
return on the investment in the long run be sufficiently high to enable 
the borrower to repay the loan at maturity? Although the lender is 
primarily interested in the actual long-time relationship, he is also 
interested in the anticipated rate of return on the investment in the 
longrun. In other words, if he knows the anticipated future incomes 
ie the rate of capitalization, he can determine what percentage of 
the present value, which is offered as security for the loan, is based 
upon anticipated increases in income. Knowing this he is in a better 

_ position to judge how much he can lend with safety on a given 
valuation. 

If the rate of return on the value, at the time the loan is made, 
is very low and the loan is a large percentage of the value, the borrower 
may have difficulty in meeting his interest payments for several years 
after the loan is made, so that it becomes important for the lender to 
know the rate of return on the value at a given time, and particularly 
the time at which the loan is made. 

A measurement of the relationship between land income and land 
value is also of great importance in dealing with problems of tenancy, 
land taxation, and farm organization and cost-accounting studies. 
A fuller discussion of the practical applications of this study is made 

_ on pages 64 to 69 


SOURCES OF DATA AND SELECTION OF AREA. 


Data collected in the census of 1920 constitute the basis of this 
study. In 1920 for the first time the Census Bureau obtained data 
on the amount of cash rent paid on farms which were leased on the 
cash basis. This cash-rent figure is here used as a measure of all land 
income. While not without objections when employed as such a 
measure, it is the best one that is practically obtainable. The value 
of farm real estate was likewise obtained from the census. Since 
these land values are based on estimates, they are not free from the 
suspicion of bias. In order, therefore, to get a check on the census 
values, data on the average sale price of farm land were obtained 
from a considerable number of counties. All the average values 
based on sales prices are based on the considerations stated in deeds. 
These data were obtained from tax commissions, who assemble such 
data for their own use, from T. A. Polleys, of the Chicago & North 
zciere Railway Co., and from some special studies made by this 

ureau. 

This study is based on 154,653 cash-rented farms in 567 counties. 
In selecting the counties no attention was paid to State lines. The 
effort was made to choose groups of counties which are representative 
of the principal agricultural regions. It was impossible to carry out 
this purpose as completely as desirable, because in many areas the 
Gitict of cash-rented farms is too small to give reliable averages.’ 

The map (fig. 1) on page 4 shows the areas represented. 

The 567 counties were then grouped into districts. The purpose of 
this grouping was to show the averages for typical regions and to give 


2 The Census Bureau did not tabulate the question relating to the amount of cash rent paid by cash 
tenants,so thatit was necessary to make this tabulation directly from the original schedules. The number 
of cash tenants by counties as reported in this bulletin will not agree with the number of cash tenants as 
reported in the census, because all farms of 10 acres or less were excluded from this study. 
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the basis for making further analytical studies of the data. In 
forming these groups effort was made to secure a rough uniformity 
in the economic and the general physical conditions in each district. 
No attempt was made to divide the entire country into homogeneous 
districts, but only to group the counties in this study so that they 
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map inclose areas that are roughly homogenous, 


Taxes, upkeep, and depreciation of buildings have not been deducted. The dotted lines in this 
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Fic. 1.—These cash rents are gross rents. 
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would present a rough uniformity. Sufficient data were not 
able to do this with complete accuracy. | 

The heavy lines on the map (fig. 1) on page 4 show the groups. 
They are numbered from east to west in the northern part of the 
country and from west to east in the southern part. 
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In order tostudy thelong-time relationship between land income and 
land value further data were obtained from a questionnaire sent to 
cash-renting landlords. From this questionnaire data were obtained 
on cash rents for a period of yearsinseveralimportant areas. Data 
on land values to compare with rent series were then obtained, in — 

art from recorded deeds, and in part from estimates of the Crop — 
Reporting Board of the Bureau of Agricultural Economies. 


RELATION OF LAND INCOME TO LAND VALUE IN 1920. 


The amount of cash rent paid on cash-rented farms is reported by 
the census for 1920. It is believed that these average cash rents 
furnish the best data obtainable to show land income. They reflect 
the total income yielded by farm real estate as no figure obtained 
by cost studies can do. Land income determined by cost studies, 
even if it were practical to obtain it by such a method, would show 
only the earning power of the land. The price paid for farm land, 
however, includes a payment for home and community advantages as 
well as a payment for the productivity of the real estate. Cash rents 
reflect the annual value of both, hence give the best basis for a study 
of the relation of land income to land value. 

The first of the two accompanying maps (fig. 1) shows the average 
cash rent per acre for each of the 567 counties included in the study. 
The second map (fig. 2) shows the average value of the land and 
buildings for the same counties. The county average values were 
obtained directly from the census publications, but the map showing 
the rents is not a county average of all cash rents. In the first place, 
it is based upon the rents paid by the white tenants only. Also, 
when the tenant farmer was probably a relative of the landlord, as 
indicated by identity of name, the farm was excluded from this 


group. 

Of the remaining farms only those were used which had been 
occupied by the tenants at the time the census was taken, one year or 
less. Therefore, out of the total number of cases tabulated, only a 
part was used in determining the county averagerents. ‘The number 
of cash-rented farms per county so reduced is often rather small, 
so that they may not be typical of all the farms in the county. On the 
ee they may be either better or poorer farms than the general 
run of farms in the county, with the result that the average rent of 
these farms would not be a true average for all farm land in the county. 
To get the county average rent, the ratio of rent to value was com- 
puted on the one-year year tenant farms. Then, assuming that 
this ratio would hold true for all farms in the county, the average 
rent for the county was obtained by multiplying the county aver- 
age value by this ratio. The average rents shown in the map (fig. 1) _ 
are these adjusted rent figures. A table showing the average rents 
on the one-year tenant farms will be found in the Appendix. Table 
1 shows the same data by county groups. 


3 Kinship between the landlord and tenant was assumed if their names were similar. This will be more 
ee Gaeen on pp. 53-55. 
4[n making the maps showing average rents and average values, it was thought better to show county 
averages rather than averages based on rented farms only, because many readers will be interested in 
owing what the true average rents are. Averages based on the rented farms would, however, be 
as useful for purposes of comparing rents and values if compared to values on the rented farms. 
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TaBLE 1.—Average cash rent and average land value per acre on the one-year tenant 
farms and average cash rent adjusted to all land in the group. 


aS Average | Average Average | Average 
Number Nester rent per | value per Ratio of value per| rent per 
Group. of 1-vear acre on | acreon rent to acre | acre 
counties duant 1-year 1-year value.} of all | of all 
SP Saeneth tenant | tenant se landin | landin 
E farms. | farms. group. | group. 
| Dollars. | Dollars. | Per cent.| Dollars. | Dollars. 
_ 2) SEAS eee eee 14 481 2. 03 41 5.0 58 | 2, 20 
fei Nal toe gt 5 | 238 1.84 29 6.3 42 2. 65 
2b ae ee a eee eee fe) 350 3. 30 | 65 Beil 72 3. 67 
2. ia a rr ee 3 | 117 1.62 | 55 3.0 45 1.35 
- 02 PE eee eee 3 | 70 | 3. 86 | 77 5.0 60 3. 00 
3 ea 16 | 960 3.76 | 124 3.0 99 2.97 
mie Sait 5 7 BG 36} 1,584 7.46 | 160 4.7 158 7.43 
0 Se eee ee 10 | 523 4. 52 | 98 | 4.6 89 4.09 
: es 10 | 673 6. 81 | 164 | 4.2 158 6. 64 
“he Ge Cee eee eee V1 | 9, 006 7.42 | 225 | 23 213 7.03 
tu 2 eee ee 35 1, 420 5.61 | 144 3.9 147 5.73 
We PAP ISI SAS Ss RB? Js Se 7 105 3. 50 | 100 | aes 85 2. 98 
2. 8 eee eee 27 119 2. 87 | 74 3.9 81 3.16 
pee er ee es 2A | 1, 027 4.13 | 128 SEV 117 3. 74 
os Aes 335 eee eee 9 97 2. 66 | 63 4.2 72 3. 02 
| = alee 7 209 5. 38 | 115 4.7 66 3.10 
"7 te BSUS iS ee ee eee meee S 3 | 80 7.46 88 8.5 42 3. 57 
Uri hese ae ee ee eee 2. | 39 . 80 22 | 3.6 11 .40 
Lo Hee Le oe Ae a pol 2 | 31 4.30 79 ! 5.5 32 1. 76 
2S ie as age a een ee 14 344 12. 05 162 7.4 110 8.14 
ee a ee eee 5 | 237 3.60 | 72 5.0 70 3. 50 
Lyle 25 Ae gS os ee eee 3 | 260 7.18 | 168 | 4.3 204 8.77 
=. 2a 10 | 785 3.03 84 3.6 99 3. 56 
“lis Lee ee eee ee 2 224 6.11 142 4.3 51 2.19 
7 SR ae a ss ee eee 4 | 188 5. 12 143 | 3.6 142 5.11 
_ eS at ed ee eae a 6 | 276 8. 78 150 | 5.9 121 | 7.14 
“2h “US irr ane aes 3 | 278 6.31 209 | 3.0 337 10.11 
a ee 2 | 496 22. 68 201 | 11.3 141 | 15. 93 
21d eel Se Pope ie ae 23 | 2,328 2. 30 44 | 5.3 4H 2. 60 
2 eee oe eee 24 133 3. 52 37 | 9.4 39 | 3. 67 
blo) = eee | 3 | 115 2.61 79 | 3.3 58 1.91 
2 Wik i ee eee 5 48 4.65 120 | 3.9 101 | 3. 94 
52 sl LSE = ee eee 22 377 3. 09 50 6.2 42 2. 60 
5 Ot ee ee ee | 6 162 3.61 46 7.8 42 | 3. 28 
20 Be ee 6 119 5. 82 87 6.7 80 5. 36 
2 J = ee psn ae 6 | 462 5.90 56| 10.5 55 5.78 
27( Beep Shs ee ae ee 31 1, 811 9.79 98 10.0 92 9. 20 
i =: ot See. Tae ee ee eee = 70 5. 80 93 6.3 80 | 5. 04 
rey i os... | 8 158 | 10.76 186 5.8 198} 11.48 
OTE S88 SESS ie ae ae | 4 211 4.07 80 5.1 57 | 2.91 
iss. tbe eee 6 349 3. 20 - 36 9.0 34 | 3. 06 
_ Oe py ile: ES ea 10 490 2. 00 30 | 6.7 29 | 1.94 
22 Jo ES eee | 5 353 3. 04 31 | 9:7 24 2. 33 
5 wae oF ae Se eS ne ee | 24 672 3.59 44 | 8.2 45 3. 69 
iS 2 oy >. De eee 10 243, 4,59 119 3.9 74 2. 89 
0. ee BO eee eee Z 50 5. 65 66 8.5 79 6.72 
af | Bee 45 U2 ss by Oo: a oe ee 5 34 2.79 40 6.9 43 2.97 
2 ott Be Ae eee + 79 6.35 73 8.7 86 7.48 
Isolated counties: 
North Dakota, Adams 
pee eee et 1 8 .53 25 =a 23 .48 
Texas, El] Paso County......... 1 28 7.46 116 6.4 35 2. 24 
Pennsylvania, Chester County..| 1 83 4.79 115 4.2 128 5. 38 
1 60 528 76 «a 85 6. 38 


Colorado, Delta County......... | 
| 

1 The ratios ofrent to valuein this table were obtained by taking the ratio of totalrent to total value on 

one-yeartenantfarms. The average valuesin the table were rounded off to the nearest dollar so that 


the ratios figured on the basis of average rents and average values will not always be identical with the 
ratiosin the table. The difference, however, is seldom greater than 0.1 per cent. 


A comparison of the two maps shows that in general the high- 
value areas are the high-rent areas and the low-value areas the low- 
rent areas, but this is true for the whole country only in a very 
general way. The areas having the same average gross rent do not 
always have the same average values. Compare, for instance, the 
eastern with the western Corn Belt, that is, group 7 with group 10. 
The average gross rents appear to be about the same in both areas, 
but the average land values are decidedly higher in group 10. Table 
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1 shows that the average rent in group 7 was $7.43 and in group 10, 
$7.03, or $0.40 higher in the former area. The average value of 
land was $158 in group 7, but in group 10, which had the lower aver- 
age cash rent, it was $213, or $55 per acre higher than in group 7. 

Again, compare group 10, which is the heart of the Corn Belt, 
with group 37 in the Cotton Belt. The average rent in the latter is 
$9.20 per acre, or $2.17 per acre higher than in group 10; but the 
value per acre in group 37 is only $92 per acre, or $121 less than in 
group 10. ‘Thus it is at once evident that lands which are capable 
of earning the same gross annual income do not necessarily sell for 
the same amount. 

While these two maps and the data on which they are based afford — 
a basis for such rough comparisons, they do not give definite infor- 
mation as to what the relationship of rent to value is in any single 
area. They enable us to say that this relationship is different in 
one region than in another without giving any precise information 
on which to make quantitatively accurate comparisons. 

The significant relationship between land income and land value 
is the one which shows the ratio of income to value, or the one which 
shows the per cent of return on the value. If land incomes 
were constant throughout all time this percentage relationship would 
show the long-time rate of return on investments in land. In fact, 
it would be the rate of capitalization. But since land incomes are not 
constant this percentage relationship can not be interpreted in this 
way. It shows only the rate of return on the valuation in a given 
year. This, however, is important. It gives specific information 
for each area and makes accurate comparisons between different 
areas possible. It does not furnish a complete basis for action on 
the part of prospective purchasers of land or of farm mortgages, 
but it furnishes a partial basis. 

The accompanying map (fig. 3) shows the ratio of cash rent to 
land value by counties. It is based upon the rents and the values 
on the one-year tenant farms after all cases of kinship between 
landlord and tenant had been eliminated.’ The cash rents are 
gross rents, that is, the landlords’ expenses—taxation, deprecia- 
tion, and upkeep—have not been deducted. 

The most striking thing about this map is the great variability in 
these ratios. There are large variations between the groups and 
small variations from county to county within each group. The 
groups showing the highest ratios are found in the South and in the 
urigated regions of the West; those showing the lowest ratios are 
in the Corn Belt. 

Ratio of rent to value by counties is shown in Table 1 in the 
Appendix. In Table 1 on page 7 the group-average ratios are 
given. From this table it will be seen that groups 10 and 14 have 
the lowest ratios and groups 28, 36, and 37 the highest. Not only 
is the variation between the southern groups and the northern 
groups very large, but there is considerable difference between the 
groups within these two areas. Consider the eastern and western 
part of the Corn Belt. Group 7, including the western part of Ohio 
and central Indiana, has an average ratio of 4.7 per cent, while 
group 10 has an average ratio of only 3.3 per cent, or a difference of 


5 A full discussion of the reasons for selecting this group of cash-rented farms will be found on pp. 
55- 63. 
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1.4 per cent. Group 11 has a ratio of 3.9 per cent, or 0.6 per cent 
_ higher than the ratio of group 10. In the Cotton Belt the variation 
- in the group ratios is still greater. In group 32 it is 3.9 per cent, in 
group 33 it is 6.2 per cent, 10.5 per cent in group 36, 10 per cent in 
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relationship between gross cash rent and land value than can be obtained by comparing Fig- 
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group 37, 6.7 per cent in group 42, and 8.2 per cent in group 44. 
In general, the Cotton-Belt areas have high ratios and the Corn- 
Belt areas low ratios. The Far West has both high and low-ratio 
- areas. In this region the high-ratio areas are for the most part 
F confined to the irrigated regions. 
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Not only are there large variations from group to group, but there 
are smaller variations from county to county within each group. But 
the variation in the county ratios is not as great, on the average, as 
the variation in the group ratios. That is, there is greater variability 
in these ratios between different regions of the country than between — 
different counties in the same region. 

As stated above, average cash rents constitute the best obtainable 
measure of land income. However, when-land income is measured 
in this way, the greatest variation is found in its relationship to the 
sale price of land. Are the relationships for the different areas as — 
expressed by these ratios true ones? Is there as much real varia- 
tion from county to county as is shown in figure 3 and by Table 1 
in the Appendix? Are the variations from group to group repre- 
sentative of actualfacts? Are the variations real expressions of econ- 
omic forces, or are they to be explained by inaccuracies in the data ? 

It is essential to get an accurate measure of the relationship of land 
income to land value and then to discover the economic explanation 
of it. But before the data already presented can be considered as 
showing the true economic relationships it is necessary to find out 


whether or not the variations in the ratios are due (1) to inaccuracies — 


in the data, or (2) to erratic fluctuations in 1920 in either rents or 
land values. After testing the data for accuracy it will be possible 
to discuss the economic causes that determine the ratios of rent to 
value and the variations in these ratios, if any exist, which are not 
accounted for by inaccuracies or erratic fluctuations in either cash 
rents or land values. 


ACCURACY AND REPRESENTATIVE CHARACTER OF THE DATA. 
ACCURACY OF CENSUS DATA ON LAND VALUES. 


In the first place, are the land values reliable? The census valua- 
tions are based upon estimates made by the farm operators, and as 
such may be suspected of two kinds of error. (1) They may not 
accurately reflect the variations in productivity of land from county 
to county because of errors in making estimates. (2) The whole 
level of values may be biased above or below the actual average 
sale prices. An upward bias may occur because of the optimism 
of the farmers in 1919. This was the last year of the land boom, 
and the farms that sold at the highest price were the ones most 
talked about, so that farmers on the average might easily have 
stated that their farms were worth more than they would actually 
have sold for. On the other hand, they might have placed a lower 
value on their farms than the actual average sale price, fearing the 
effect of high values on their taxes. This bias might have been 
different in different areas and, if so, would account for the differences 
in the ratios of rent to value in these areas. 


BiAS IN CENSUS LAND VALUES. 


To test the census real-estate valuations for bias, the county 
average values of land and: buildings as reported by the census were 
compared with actual county average sale prices.° These differences 


6 Sales data for 1920 were obtained from the tax commissions of Minnesota, Wisconsin, and Indiana for 
those states: from T. A. Polleys, tax commissioner of the Chicago and Northwestern Railway Co., for 
counties in Hlinois, Iowa, Nebraska, and South Dakota; and from the annual report of the secretary oi 
state of Ohio. 
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between the census values and these county average sale prices are 
shown in Figure 4. When the census value is higher than the average 
sale price the difference is designated as plus; when it is less than 
the average sales price the difference is designated as minus. 

The average sale price should not be regarded as an absolutely 
true average price for each county. In most of the counties the 
average sale price is based upon the transfers of 200 to 300 farms 
only. It may well be that the farms sold may be better or poorer 
farms, on the average, than the average of all the farms in the county. 
Therefore the average sale price would fluctuate above and below 
the true average, depending upon whether farms better or poorer 
than average had been sold. 

However, the Wisconsin Tax Commission and T. A. Polleys, of the 
Chicago & North Western Railway Co., have attempted to get average 


DEVIATION IN DOLLARS OF THE CENSUS LAND VALUES 
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Fic. 4.—The deviation in dollars of the average census land values from the average actual sale 
price, by counties is shown on this map. When the census value was above the average of the 
sale price, the deviation is designated as plus, when below, aS minus. 


sales prices that are representative of the entire county by the assess- 
ment ratio process. This consists in finding the ratio of assessed 
value to sale price on the farms that weresold. Itis then assumed that 
this ratio would have obtained for any other group of farms which 

ight have been sold. Then the average assessed value for all the 
land in the county is divided by this ratio to get the true value of 
land for the entire county. The average sales prices in Wisconsin, 
Illinois, lowa, Nebraska, and South Dakota are derived in this way. 
The average sales prices may not be as highly correlated with county 
average productivity as the census values are. They will, however, 
serve as a check on the census. values for a general upward or down- 
ward bias. Fluctuations of the census values about average sales 
prices for particular countries can not be considered of any signifi- 
cance. Only a general upward or downward tendency. can be re- 
garded as of importance. 
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The greatest consistent difference between the census values an 
the average sale prices is found in the region including central and 
western Lowa, southwestern Minnesota, and southeastern South 
Dakota. In practically all the counties in this area the census value 
was greater than the average sale price by amounts ranging from $10 
to $65. The census value averaged about $26 higher. This is just the 
area in which the land boom was most intense and where, conse- 
quently, such an upward bias would be most expected. Other regions. 
showing a decided upward bias on the part of the census values are 
central Illinois and central Indiana. These were also land-boom 
areas, or rather areas in which land activity was more pronounced 
than in adjoining areas. 

From the map it appears that deviations of the census values from 
the average sales prices were much greater in Indiana than in Iowa, 
particularly when the deviations are expressed as percentage devia- 
tions. This is probably due to the lower degree of accuracy of the — 
average sales prices in this area. The average sales prices were not 
adjusted to the county basis by the assessment ratio process as they 
were in Iowa, South Dakota, Illinois, and Nebraska, hence are often 
erratic. 

As one moves away from these centers of most intense activity, the 
discrepancy between the census values and average sales prices grows — 
less and less. In western Ohio, central and southern Wisconsin, cen- 
tral and southeastern Minnesota, the difference, either plus or minus, 
is not so great. In southeastern Ohio and western South Dakota 
and Nebraska the differences are so small as to possess no significance. 
On the average, the census value is about 25 cents per acre higher 
than the average sale price in western South Dakota. However, in | 
the cut-over regions of northern Minnesota and Wisconsin, the census 
values show a very strong upward bias. This is new farming country 
and the figures represent the hopes of the settlers rather than their best 
judgment as expressed in the prices they are actually willing to pay. 

It may be concluded that the census average values closely approxi- 
mate the average sales prices in all regions except those in which the 
land boom was most intense. [Even in these areas the upward bias 
in the census values is not great enough to affect the ratios of rent to 
value for the groups by any considerable amount. This is brought 
out in Table 2. 


TABLE 2.—Average deviations of census values from average sales prices, by groups.} 


| 


{ 
Average | Ratio ofrent to value. 
pire ranee 
. : Average etween 
se reR a st YerERe value. census 
ce ae (census). | valuesand| Census | Corrected 
sales values. values. 
prices.? 
Dollars. Dollars. Dollars. Per cent. | Per cent. 
6 3.76 124 -+8 ae : 
7 7. 46 160 +13 4.7 al 
9 6. 81 164 —3 4.1 4,1 
10 7.42 225 +13 3.3 a5 
14 4,13 128 +2 theo RBS 


| 

1In determining the average difference between the census values and average sale prices all the counties 
represented in Figure 4 which fell within the general area of the county groups as outlined in Figurel 
were used. Those counties, however, where the deviation was extreme as compared to the surrounding q 
counties were omitted in determining the average difference. 


2 Sales prices are the basis of comparison. 
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The average differences between the census values and sales prices 
for the counties in Figure 4 which fell within the groups listed in 
Table 2 are very small, and in no case are they large enough to affect 
the ratios of rent to value within those groups by more than 0.4 per 
cent. The greatest bias occurred in group 7, where there is good 


_ reason to believe that the average sales prices are less accurate than 
in other areas. In all other areas the error in the ratios due to land- 


value bias was not greater than 0.2 percent. This bias does exist, 
however, and in particular areas is of much more importance than 
Table 2 indicates. 

There is an apparent objection to the use of average sales prices in 
1920 to check the census land values. The census values are based 


_ upon estimates as of January 1, 1920, which was the peak of both 


land prices and prices of farm products. Prices of farm products 
broke about the middle of the year and started on their sharp down- 
ward course. It may be supposed that land values also went down 
during the latter half of 1920, hence the yearly average sale price of 
land for this year might be expected to be below the census values, 
which represent the state of the land market at the peak of the boom. 
From data based on the monthly sales of land for 1920 in Clinton 
and Tipton Counties, Ind., however, it is evident that land values 
did not go down in the latter half of 1920, but continued upward. 
The average sale price of land in these two counties for the first six 


_ months and the last six months of the year are shown below: 


Per acre. 
First six Last six 


| months. months. 


SPREE RPSL Ue een es gn Se keds b <bgia cle occee ce cecs occ $217 | $234 
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It is not at all likely that the amount of increase shown on these 
two counties was general. It is more probable that land values just 
about maintained their level through 1920. It is fairly certain that 
they did not decline during that year. Land values are sensitive to 


changes in the prices of farm products, but they do not respond at 


once to upward or downward movements in these prices. 


RELATION OF CENSUS LAND VALUES TO PRODUCTIVITY. 


A further test of the accuracy of the estimated land values obtained 
by the census can be had by correlating them with productivity. If 
high land values are closely associated with high productivity and 
low land values with low productivity, then it may be concluded that 
the census land values are accurate In proportion to the closeness of 
this relationship. 

Average net cash rent is the best measure of the value productivity 
of land. Now, however, the problem is to test the accuracy of both 
the average land values and the average cash rents. Therefore rents 
can not be correlated with values to test the accuracy of each. To 


test the accuracy of both rents and values it is necessary to correlate 


both with the factors that determine productivity. These factors 
will be referred to as productivity factors. 
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_ A complete classification of these productivity factors is not given 
in the census publications. Such a classification by counties would 
roughly be as follows: 


LAND CLASSIFICATION. 


I. Acres of multiple use land. 
A. Acres needing drainage. 
B. Acres needing other improvements. 
II. Acres of single-use land. 
A. Acres of permanent pasture. 
1. Acres potentially multiple-use. 
a. By drainage. 
b. By clearing. 
c. By both. 
B. Acres of woods pasture. 
1. Acres potentially multiple-use. 
a. By elearing. 
b. By drainage. 
c. By both. 
C. Acres of waste land. 


YIELD FACTORS. 
I. Five or ten year average yield of major crops. 
DISTANCE FACTORS. 


I. Average distance of farms in each county to local markets. 
II. Distance of county to central market. ; 


ROAD TYPES. 


I. Mileage of each type of road. 


Data on productivity factors outlined above should correlate highly 
with average gross rents, but in correlating land value with fide 
factors 1t would be necessary to add to the productivity factors 
data on average taxes per acre and the average mortgage rate of 
interest. 

Although complete information on all these factors is not available, 
the census does publish data which make possible the calculation 
of the following productivity factors by counties: 


1. Percentage of improved land. 

2. Percentage of woodland. 

3. Percentage of land needing drainage. 
4. Average yield per acre. 


This list, although not complete, furnishes a fairly good index of 
productivity, and the correlation of cash rent and land value with 
these factors will give a good measure of the accuracy of rent and 
value figures. 

Only the larger county groups were selected for this test. In the 
north groups 7, 10, 11, and 13 were used and groups 32, 33, 37, 41, 
42, 44, and 45 in the south. The southern groups were thrown to- 
gether and the correlation between average value and the produc- 
tivity factors determined. Then the correlations were determined 
for groups 37, 42, and 44 alone, thus eliminating all the southern 
groups except those including the major plantation areas. 
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The problem then is to find the correlation between average value 
per acre and these productivity factors. 
Let v=average value of land per acre. 

a=average cash rent per acre. 

y =average yield per acre.’ 

p= percentage of improved land. 

w= percentage of woodland. 

d=percentage of land needing drainage. 


of the productivity factors combined is a problem in multiple corre- 
lation. When there is a perfect correlation of v with y, p, w, and d 
combined, the coefficient of correlation (Ry pa) ait be +1. If 
there is no correlation Ryyyyq Will be 0. Perfect correlation is 
practically never found in dealing with economic data, but coefficients 
of .80 or .90 may be regarded as very high. 

Since it may be true that some of these productivity factors may 
not be of much importance or may be nearly constant from county 
to county, the tot bation of v with y and p combined was first deter- 
mined. These correlation coefficients are shown in Table 3. 


TaBLE 3.—Coefficients of correlation of value of land per acre with yield and per- 
centage of improved land. 


Number of 
Group. counties. Ry.yp. 
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The correlation coefficient for each of these groups is remarkably 
high, considering the number of excluded productivity factors for 
which there are no quantitative measurements. The highest cor- 
relation between value and these two productivity factors is found 
in groups 11 and 13, the lowest in groups 7 and 10. Because of the 
important influence on land values of the excluded productivity 
factors, it can not be concluded, however, that the census estimated 
land values are less accurate in groups 7 and 10 than in groups 11 
and 13. It is more likely that # is higher in the latter areas be- 
cause some of these factors, such as distance to central market, 
percentage of land needing drainage, and mileage of good roads, 
are more nearly constant from county to county than in the former 


7/ Since yields of crops vary so much from county to county for any given year, because of geographical 
variations in rainfall, average yields were not computed from census data. Instead a 10-year average yield 
for corn, oats, Wheat, and hay was obtained from the Crop Reporting Board of the Bureau of Agricultural 
Economics. From these averages an index of yield was obtained for each county. This was done by ex- 
pressing each county average yield for each crop as a percentage of the group average yield. The yield of 
corn, for instance, in a county in group 10 was expressed as a_ percentage of the average yield of 
corn for group 10. These relative yields for each of the crops were then summed and divided by 4, thus 
giving a yieldindex. A 10-year average yield was not available for cotton, so that it was necessary to work 
out the yield index for the southern groups on the basis of the 1 year crops alone as reported in the last 
census. Thisindex is based upon the yields of cotton and corn and was obtained by the method outlined 
above except the county average yields were expressed as percentages of the average yield of all the southern 
adapt mentioned, rather than as a percentage of the group average in which the county was located. This 
was done because all these groups were thrown together for this correlation study. ‘i 
a A discussion of partial and multiple correlation see Yule, Introduction to the Theory of Statistics, 


The problem of finding the correlation between v and the rest 


i ee i ee a ei, ais: 
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areas. Consider the effect on R when w and d are added to y and p. 
In group 7, # is raised from .75 to .84; in group 10, #2 is increased 
from .80 to .86; and in combined groups 37, 42, and 44, F# is in- 
creased from .85 to .90. If quantitative measurements for all 
the other productivity factors were available it is highly probable 
that the correlation coefficients between value per acre and all of 
these factors would be considerably higher than the coefficients 
already obtained between value per acre and a part of these factors. 
The county average values as estimated by the Census Bureau 
appear, therefore, to be highly accurate. 


ACCURACY OF CASH-RENT DATA. 


As stated above, there are two questions relating to the accuracy 
for the purpose in hand of average cash rents. First, do average 
cash rents reflect the average income imputed to land by buyers 
and sellers? Second, are there enough cash-rented farms to establish 
reliable averages, assuming that they do reflect the income imputed 
to land by purchasers. The first of these questions will be con- 
sidered fully on pages 47 to 53, the second will be dealt with here. 


Since the average cash rents are averages of rents actually paid, | 


there is no question of a bias in estimates, as there was in the case 
of land values. But to test their accuracy it must be considered 
whether or not they reflect variations in productivity from county 
to county. To test this, the average andj 
correlated with the same productivity factors with which land values 
were correlated, and, as in the case of land values, the adjusted rents 
were first correlated with the yield index and percentage of improved 
land. The correlation coefficients between rent and these two vari- 
ables are shown in Table 4. The coefficients between value per 
acre and these two factors are repeated in this table to facilitate 
comparison. 


TABLE 4.—Comparison of the correlation between average rents and productivity 
with the correlation between average value and productivity. 
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Correlation coefficient. 
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In the combined groups 37, 42, and 44, the correlation between 
adjusted rent and these two productivity factors is the same as the 
correlation between value per acre and these factors, and in group 10 
there is only a difference of 1 point between them. In all the other 
groups the correlation between rent and productivity is lower. But 
in every case the correlation is surprisingly high, considering the 
small number of farms in most of the counties on which the average 


9 See p. 6. 


usted cash rents ® were — 
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rents are based. (See Table 2 in the Appendix.) Furthermore, these 
_ correlations would be considerably higher than they are if average 
rents were correlated with all the factors which affect productivity. 
When percentage of woodland and percentage of land needing drain- 
age (w and d) were added to yield and percentage of improved land, 
the correlation coefficient in group 7 was raised from .65 to .74, in 
_ group 10 from .81 to .86, in groups 37, 42, and 44 from .85 to .90. 

These adjusted rents, however, are less accurate in the other 
_ groups than the land values. In considering the reasons for their 
lower degree of accuracy, it should be remembered how they were 
derived. The ratios of rent to value on the rented farms were multi- 
plied by the county average value of land to get the county average 
rent. (See p. 6.) The average rent, therefore, can not be more 
accurate than the county average value. But since the values are 
| highly accurate, this source of error is not great. Another source of 
. inaccuracy in the adjusted rents is to be found in the inaccuracy of 
the ratios of rent to value on the rented farms, and it is the inaccuracy 
in this figure that causes the correlation of rent and the productivity 
factors to fall below that of value and these factors. 

This forces one back to the question of the accuracy of the average 
rents on the rented farms and the accuracy of the estimated values 
on these farms. Are the variations in these ratios from county to 
county due to inaccuracies in the average rents or to inaccuracies in 
the estimated values on the rented farms? An answer to this ques- 
tion was sought, but it has been necessary to take this indirect 
method because the data are not available to determine the relative 
accuracy of the average rents or the estimated values on the rented 
farms directly. However, the following correlation coefficients in- 
dicate where the error lies. 


TABLE 5.—Correlation between adjusted and unadjusted average rents with county 
average land values. 


Correlation coefficient, 


Group. | Adjusted |Unadjusted 
| rent and rent and 
value. value. 
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Table 5 shows that the correlation between unadjusted rent and 


_ value was about the same, in every group except 11, as the correla- 


tion between adjusted rent and value. In group 11 the correlation 
_ is actually higher in the case of unadjusted rent. This indicates one 
_ of two things: (1) The rented farms are generally of the same aver- 
- age grade and of the same average value as the average of all the 
_ farms in the county; (2) there is considerable error in the estimated 
_ values on the rented farms. 

It is not likely that the first of these propositions is true. There 
is only one area in which the number of one-year tenant farms per 


15462° 24 9 
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county isnear 100. This is in group 10, where the correlation between 
rent and productivity is the same as the correlation between value 
and productivity. In the rest of the areas the number per county 
is much less. In most of the counties the number of one-year tenant 
farms ranges from 25 to 75, and in not a few the number is less than 
25. The total number of farms per county ranges from about 2,000 
to 3,000. Thus the number of one-year tenant farms constitutes a 
very small percentage of the total number of farms per county. It 
is not probable, then, that so small a sample will generally be repre- 
sentative of the entire county. 

The difference between the average values on the one-year tenant 
farms and the county average values do, then, represent, in part, 
real differences in the grade of the rented farms and the county 
average grade. But they do not reflect this difference in grade 
accurately, for if they did the correlation between adjusted rents 
and values would be considerably higher for each group than the 
correlation between unadjusted rent and value. In other words, the 
error is not in the average rents, for they are almost as highly correlated 
with county average value as the rents are when adjusted to the 
county basis, and in group 11 the unadjusted rents are more highly 
correlated with value. If the average values on these one-year 
tenant farms were more accurate, then the adjusted rents would 
show a much higher correlation with value than the unadjusted 
rents, because the unadjusted rents are not representative of the 
entire county. Then, too, the adjusted rents would be as highly, or 
more highly, correlated with the productivity factors than are county 
average values. 

Evidence from these correlations between the adjusted and the 
unadjusted rents and county average values is in line with what one 
would expect from the census valuations of land. The estimated 
value obtained by the census enumerator for each farm is of necessity 
roughly and hurriedly made. As a result the value placed upon any 
individual farm is wholly unreliable, and the average for small groups 
of farms is likely to be very erratic. But for large numbers of farms 
the census average value is highly accurate, as shown by the corre- 
lation between county average values and productivity factors. 

it may be concluded, therefore, that the cash-rent data are reliable 
and that they give highly reliable averages even when based upon a 
very small number of farms, but that the census values can not be 
relied upon unless based upon a large number of farms, and then 
they, too, are highly dependable. It is clear that the county ratios 
of rent to value, in general, can not be relied upon, largely because 
of the inaccuracy of the census values when based upon the small 
number of one-year tenant farms found in most of the counties, but 
also in part because there are not enough rented farms to give average 
rents that are entirely reliable. But since the areas included in the 
county groups are homogeneous areas, the group ratios can be relied 
upon to give an account of the relation of land income to land value 
in 1920 that is highly accurate. The greatest error for the county 
groups is apparently 0.4 per cent (see p. 12), and this is due to the 
upward bias of the census valuations in this area. Although data 
were not available to measure the bias in the census values for all 
areas, it was probably less in other regions than in those where 
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measured. ‘The regions where the census values were checked by 
average sales prices were the land-boom areas. 


NORMALITY OF 1920 RATIOS OF CASH RENT TO LAND VALUE. 


It has been found that the census data report the relation of land 
‘income to land value on January 1, 1920, with a high degree of accu- 
racy for the county groups. It is now desirable to discover, if possi- 
ble, the extent to which this relationship was typical of other years. 
Did cash rents lag behind land values during the war years, when the 
latter were rising so rapidly? Did the buyers of land in 1920 base 
their purchases upon the abnormally high rents of that year, or did 
they refuse to capitalize these rents into the value of the land? 
Were the relative movements of rents and values different in different 
areas? Would the 1920 ratios of rent to value have prevailed for 
any other year for each of the groups? 

To test the normality of the 1920 ratios, the relationships of cash 
rents to land values were studied over a period of 10 years in four 
important areas where the data were available. Data on cash rents 
were obtained for this purpose from a questionnaire sent to cash- 
renting landlords in a large part of the Corn Belt, two areas in the 
Cotton Belt, and in Colorado.’® From the southern area and in 
Colorado the number of replies was so small that they could not be 
used. There were only four areas in the north where both land 
value and cash-rent data were available for the same territory. 
These areas were Iowa, southern Minnesota, southern Wisconsin, and 
Ohio. The average cash rent per acre, by years, is shown in Table 6 
for all the areas from which returns were received. 


re TaBLE 6.—Average cash rent per acre, by years. 
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} 


10 Tn the north the questionnaire was sent to all cash-renting landlords in eastern Nebraska, southeastern 


_ South Dakota, the southern half of Minnesota, southern Wisconsin, central and northern Illinois, and the 
entire states oflowa and Ohio. In the South it was sent to landlords in central Alabama and to those in 
the Black-Prairie region of Texas. 
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TABLE 6.—Average cash rent per acre, by years—Continued. 


Eastern Nebraska and south- 


ns foe 
Northern Illinois, eastern South Dakota.2 


Year. 


1905-1920, |1910-1920, |1914—-1920, |1916—1920, |1910-1920, |1914-1920, |1916-1920, 
18 farms. | 37 farms.} 54 farms.| 77 farms. | 27 farms. | 57 farms.| 79 farms. 


> 7 oe a S| | ee Eres gee | RR Se ee ee 
AS OO NERAso ett cen ae oe mane Cee. cee come ane coe Se cI oe ee ee 
A. S4icccscesselsses. e¢02|4 23st aelc) see Slbeeae ale eee 
ASS 1h oe veeusceel dap oon tons ee ote cicn cle. Sot as ceo eee ee 
4:62). S403. 2s. 2. 2 a eae Bee ea eee 
4.67 BY Nate (07) I em ee | OE iad eS $3..42-12 ot 8 ee 
4.73 CAE il (ng dette | aso il (eR a a 
4.73 A. Sb ais. yssersck alesse! 3.14) |. ees ele. eee 
4.99 Lat 1) Ugh Ripe ale Gg O80 ote cas ceel ae . 
Lg ls 5. 06 S512] See Lee rs 4.08 $3589) |p 2555 4. 
5. 26 5.35 5. 40)\ 2 ees 4,15 4702 |8:.2 aes 
5.36 5. 49 5. 55 $5. 99 4.74 4,36 $4. 39 
5. 74 5. 80 5. 86 6. 43 4.98 4,65 4. 64 
6.10 6.13 6. 20 6. 87 Gea 5.03 4.99 
6.55 6. 50 6.57 7.20 6. 09 5. 70 5. 56 
6. 83 7.06 7.08 7.79 6. 55 6. 26 6. 16 

Southern Wisconsin. Southern Minnesota.3 

Year 

1900-1920, |1905-1920, |1910-1920, |1914-1920, |1916-1920, |1905-1920, |1910-1920, |1914-1922, |1916-1920, 
12 farms. | 20 farms. | 42 farms. | 81 farms. | 113 farms.| 11 farms. | 31 farms. | 81 farms. |135 farms, 
1900. 3 CE al SS em oe a 2 i a a ee ee Sata meee ott AT LE a 
190bs. Seu 32435) 20. aco < | ehce elbete ese Ale cqepiec er clas Sesden ca eteee det cess See eee 
1902. es = ay 1 Ve aa, US| | Rs Dip i lek a A [Lait a el a ce OM fee See lio soc$ 
1903 - - 3 BoaG 22 SA Ce cht ee Eee Eee (SPAS ie ee. SSSR. S889 |e ee ee ee 
190425 526s SOR a ek ah Ck alee Re ee a le ee ee ae | | 
WO5 Ss 2 3.58 SOOM Mee 2. . NS Renee |e eee - AES al (i si ae et eto i Eb dn 
1G0G sc 3.65 3, 42 ite seete cle cee ceslieete Sees 2 2) 52 o2o bb cle. ce S| ee eee 
107. os. ae SO ee Sete ae areet cee ee ol eae metas IGE gees setae laos ee cee 
19082 2 ee 3.79 Se Mh ee Rieke | Be ee sepa eps a ae so ith) BLAS, Fe Pee Faro fe. 3 
1O09S Be csc 3. 80 Es" | fea REN ol EA 2) RES 2449 hee. ee Looe So. oe cl eee 
1O1Qee 5-22 3. 85 3.60 $0.85 hi cea ee eee ee 2.92 $2. 86) 22. ae eee 
1) Pe eee 3. 89 3. 69 Be gE ome eh ge ae 2.92 33043) 0 bo eee 
POD osc ece 4.00 3. 80 ANGAT See et ie een 3 Rees 3. 03 3. 09 hens cee eee 
1) ee 4.00 3. 84 ACIOUE pees Bele et hs ee 3. 04 3. 24Wash eke kee 
1914. 2 4, 22 4.03 4. 23 SA DOE Seo 3. 40 3.36 $2270 1 ee 
1915. 4.38 4, 27 4.39 AUS set nose Baas 3. 50 SD AOTIESS LEE pees 
191Gres./ 4.58 4. 40 4.50 4, 22 $4. 32 3.60 3.58 | 3. 48 $3. 44 
TOE Bc Gt oes 4.60 4.55 4.60 4.31 4,39 3. 88 3. 69 | 3.68 3. 59 
AGUS 4815 4,73 4. 69 4.78 4,51 4,59 4, 29 4.34 4,05 3.91 
TOO = 3 le. 5 155 5.08 Lai bg 4.85 4.87 4.54 4.75 | 4.38 4,24 
192 Selo 5.55 5. 34 5. 39 5. 14 5ai6 4,94 4.99 4,58 4.50 


1 The section shaded in map 1. < s 
2 The area included here is that indicated in the shaded portions of these States in map 1, 
8 Southern half of State. 


In Table 6 each column shows the average rent received each year 
on the same group of farms. Thus, for Iowa, column 1 shows the 
average rent received each, year from 1900 to 1920 on the same 69 
farms; column 2 shows the average rent received from 1905 to 1920 
on the same 127 farms, etc. As was to be expected, most of the 
returns gave the amount of rent received for recent years only. A 
few landlords were able to give returns for a 20-year period, a few 
more for 15 years, etc. The yearly average rents were therefore 
computed for different time intervals, as is shown in the table. 

The longer time intervals are represented by smaller numbers of 
farms, hence the series of average rents for these long intervals may be 
regarded, off hand, as being less accurate than the series for the shorter 
time intervals. But for the present purpose this is not necessarily 
the case. In Iowa, for instance, covering the period from 1900 to_ 
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1920, returns were received for only 69 farms, while the period from 
1916 to 1920 is covered by returns on 674 farms, and so it is with the 
other areas. A comparison of the series, however, for the different 
time intervals where they overlap shows that the averages based on 
the smaller samples of the longer-time intervals check very closely 
with the averages based on the larger samples of the shorter intervals. 
The principal difference in the yearly averages based on the various 
samples is found in the difference in the level of rents for each sample. 
The average grade of one sample of farms is above or below the aver- 
age of another sample of farms, and this difference in average grade 
is generally reflected in a difference in the level of average rents that 
prevails throughout the period. Hach sample, however, shows about 
the same increase in average rents from year to year, and this is the 
important consideration for the present purpose, which is to discover 
the prevailing relationship, over a period of years, between cash rents 
and land value. These samples are all so small that they can not be 
expected to show changes in land income from year to year with 
complete accuracy. When a graph of these series is constructed all 
of them except the Iowa series would apparently show considerable 
deviation from smooth curves which wouid fit them best. (See fig. 
6, p. 32.) A considerable part of this deviation is probably due to 
the inadequacy of the samples on which these yearly averages are 
based. 

For the four areas in which both cash-rent and land-value data were 
available, the ratio of cash rent to land value is shown by years from 
1910 to 1920 in Table 7. 


TaBLE 7.—Comparing the relationship between cash rent and land value per acre 
from 1910 to 1920 in the areas indicated. 


Towa. | Wisconsin. Minnesota.! Ohio. 


{ 


5 F ; ° 

Year. Aver-| Aver- ee Aver- | Aver- er enact Aver- | Aver- ei Aver- | Aver- a 

age age age age age age té age age t eS 

rent. | value. scales rent. | value. ected rent. | value. aiken rent. | value. volte 

Dolis.\ Dolls. | Per ct.| Dolls. | Dolls. | Per ct.| Dolls. | Dolls. | Perct.| Dolls. | Dolls. | Perct. 
J 1s Sean s, Setmeatenge 4, 24 96 -4] 3.88 103 SON 2c SO 58 4.9| 3.65 56 6.5 
i | ee oe oe ee Bee 3.92 109 3.6] 3.04 49 6:2 | 13372 60 6.2 
fa as 4. 50 106 4.2] 4.04 110 ae \3 11 71 44 3.78 59 6.4 
U\ pee eee TR eS 4, 63 118 oy Ard2 123 S23 ; a 3. 80 60 6.3 
(J Se eee 4,91 125 3.9} 4.23 120 3.5 3. 43 92 49 3.85 64 6.0 
1 lt ele ee ea seep 5.19 134 3.9] 4.39 135 3.3 a) - % 3.94 66 6.0 
BOLG? 222 2 Cua: 5752 153 3.6} 4.50 138 3S 3. 64 97 2.8 4.07 67 6.1 
a 5.83} 156] 3.7] 4.60| 139| 3.3 | 3-8) gost est 6.2 
MAGS St 9S 2 6.32 174 3.6 | 4.78 141 3.4 4.55 115 4.0 4. 40 71 6. 2 
See ar ae Ss GO BS og ae ee | he 9 4. 62 78 5.9 
i il 7 | Sit a ln Sol 8.14 255 Soe) oo T7Z = 28a jal Cori ell | hems ean NRG ioe 4,91 88 5. 6 


1 Land value and cash rents since 1911 are based on two-year averages. This was the only form in which 
the land-value data were available. 


In Iowa the average land value for 1910 was taken from the 1910 
census. From 1912 to 1920, inclusive, estimates of the average 
annual value of land for this State were obtained from the Crop 
Reporting Board. The land-value data in the other three States are 
averages of actual sales prices. In Wisconsin, the average sale price 
is adjusted to the whole county by the assessment ratio process. In 
Ohio, the land values are based upon the reports of the recorder of 
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deeds for each county to the secretary of state. A careful exami- 
nation of the data makes it evident that these reports are often 
erroneous, so that the land-value data for this State are not highly 
reliable. In Minnesota and Wisconsin, where returns were received 
on the questionnaire which was sent to the cash-renting landlords, 
from only a part of each State, the average value of land is based on 
those counties from which returns were received. 

The ratios of rent to value in Table 7 should not be looked upon as 
showing the true relationship between land income and land value 
because, as pointed out, the sample of farms on which cash-rent data 
were available from 1910 to 1920 may not be typical of the average 
grade of farms for the area they represent. They may be poorer or 
better than the average. But by comparing the yearly average 
rents based on different samples, it appears that any sample shows 
about the same increase in average rents irom year to year. Any 
sample may be taken, therefore, as showing the extent to which cash 
rents and land values move together, or as showing the extent to 
which the ratio of rent to value varies from year to year. Since the 
samples on which the rents are based are small, they will not bring 
out this relationship with perfect accuracy. It will be noted, for 
instance, that the ratios of rent to value are more erratic for the areas 
in which the average rents are based on small samples than in the 
areas where the averages are based on large ones. 

Two points of importance are brought out in this table, showin 
the relative movements of cash rents and land values: (1) Lan 
values have increased at a greater rate than land income in the last 
10 years; (2) the ratios of rent to value are remarkably consistent 
for any 3 or 4 consecutive years, considering the probable inaccuracies 
of the data. 

The fact that land values have been increasing faster than rents 
is a matter of considerable importance, and will come up for discussion 
later. The present problem is to find out how typical the 1920 ratios 
of rent to value are of other years. In other words, if the census had 
been taken 2 or 3 years earlier or later would the same result have been 
obtained ? 

The greatest fluctuations in the ratios of rent to value are found in 
Minnesota and Ohio. In Minnesota this ratio increased 1.3 points 
from 1910 to 1911. From 1911 to 1912-13 it fell 1.8 points. The 
high ratio in 1911 was due to a drop in land values. Apart from 1911, 
the greatest difference in the ratios for any 3 or 4 consecutive years 
was 0.6 per cent. In Ohio the greatest difference between any 2 
years was 0.3 per cent, and for any 4 years 0.6 per cent. The varia- 
tions in the ratios in these two areas are probably not real, but are 
due on the one hand to the inadequate samples on which the average 
rents are based, and on the other to inaccuracies in the land value data. 
The actual variation in .the ratios was probably less than this. In 
Wisconsin the greatest variation for the whole period was 0.7 per cent. 
The variation from year to year in all but five cases was only 0.1 per 
cent. For any 3 or 4 consecutive years the greatest difference was 
0.3 per cent. In Iowa the greatest variation between any 2 years 
was 0.5 per cent, and this was from 1919 to 1920. From 1912 to 
1913 the ratio decreased 0.3 per cent, and from 1915 to 1916 it 
decreased again by 0.3 per cent. In all other pairs of years where 
there was any change it was only 0.1 per cent. 


It is clear, then, that the ratios of rent to value are highly con- 
sistent from year to year, even as revealed by data which are not 
entirely adequate. One thing more, however, is to be noted. All 
the ratios drop from 1919 to 1920. The greatest decrease occurred 
in Iowa and the least in Wisconsin. If the decline had occurred 
only in Iowa it might have been suspected that it was due to a bias 
in the estimates of value for that year. The percentage increase in 
value from 1919 to 1920 was much greater than for any other pair 
of years in this 10-year period. Furthermore, the average land value 
for Iowa, as estimated by the Crop Reporting Board, was $23 per 
acre higher than that estimated by the census. That this decline in 
the ratio of rent to value in 1920 was due to an upward bias in the 
estimated values of 1920 is controverted by the fact that the same 
decline in ratios is found in both Wisconsin and Ohio, where the land 
values are based on actual sales of land and both the latter areas 
showed relatively great increases in land value from 1919 to 1920. 

The evidence seems to indicate clearly that the ratios of rent to 
value in 1920 were below their normal trend. It is probable, then, 
that the ratios of rent to value in 1920 are not as typical of the norma! 
trend in these ratios as the ratios of 1917, 1918, or 1919, would have 
been. If normality, then, be defined as conformity to trend, the 
ratios of rent to value in 1920 were below normal. But it is necessary 
to go beyond this and find out why these ratios were below the normal 
trend in this year. It may have been due to a lag in cash rents in 
1920 behind the rents imputed to lands by buyers and sellers, or to 
the fact that in the excitement of the land boom buyers may have 
offered prices for land that bore little relation to its earning power, 
or to the fact that a greater amount of anticipated increases in income 
was projected into the future at this time. 

Since in most areas cash rent showed a greater increase from 1919 
to 1920 than in any other year it is believed that there was no lag 
in cash rents. The explanation, then, les between the other two 
causes and is in all probability partly explained by both. Given 
the rate of capitalization, the Ato of land is determined by the 
income it yields and the most probable future changes in that income. 
The most probable changes in income are estimated by buyers and 
sellers of land. Normally these estimates are not wild guesses but 
are based definitely on the past experience of buyers and sellers of 
land with respect to changes in land income. Since the experience 
of the past is a changing one, each year will bring forth varying 
estimates of the future. For instance, in 1920 the average increases 
in incomes in the preceding years indicated a greater future increase 
in income than had been shown in the past for any other year pre- 
ceding 1920. (See Table 11). Therefore, in 1920 a greater future 
increase in income was Daively anticipated, and this made the ratios 
of rent to value fall below their trend for this year. It is also likely 
that the farmers who bought and sold land, instead of being skeptical 
of the soundness of the high land incomes prevailing in 1920 and the 
preceding years were made unduly optimistic by these high incomes 
and the great increases during the war years, so that they were willing 
to pay higher prices for fasta than they would normally have felt 
justified in doing. This again would tend to lower the ratios of rent 
to value in 1920 below their trend. The latter cause is believed to 
be of less importance than the first one. The relatively great in- 
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on of the future element in land values will be found on pages 30 to 37. 
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_ used for direct comparisons with Figure 3. That is, a comparison of 
_ the ratios in Figure 3 with those in Figure 5 for the same areas can 


not be made the basis for a statement that the ratios of rent to value 
were higher in 1921 and 1922 than in 1920. Figure 5 certainly shows 
higher ratios throughout the country than Figure 3 does; but if the 
Crop Reporting Board had made estimates of cash rent and land value 
in 1920 would the ratios based upon these estimates have been lower 
than the ratios based upon the estimates of 1921 and 1922? It is 
likely that they would have been slightly lower, but it is improbable 
that the difference would have been as great as the difference in the 
ratios based on census data and those based upon the Crop Reporting 
Board estimates for 1921 and 1922. In other words, the census data 
and the Crop Reporting Board data were obtained in different ways 
and are not directly comparable. 

Although Figure 5 can not be used to show the change in the ratios 
of rent to values since 1920, it does bring out the fact that the varia- 
tions in the ratios as between different sections of the country were 
not peculiar to 1920. All the major differences brought out in Figure 
3 are also brought out by Figure 5. In both maps the South and the 
irrigated regions of the West stand out as areas where the gross rate 
of return on land value is highest. Both maps (figs. 3 and 5) bring 
out the Corn Belt as the area having the lowest per cent of return. 

Their outstanding similarities are obvious at a glance, but the two 
maps are alike even in smaller details. The eastern part of the Corn 
Belt (Ohio and Indiana) shows higher ratios than the western part in 
both maps. The high and low areas in Minnesota, Iowa, and Lllinois 
are about thesamein each map. The Ked River Valley in Minnesota 
and North Dakota shows higher ratios than the region just beiow it. 
Both maps show the New England States to be relatively high and 
variable. Where the two maps do not show the same relative differ- 
ences in the ratics of rent to value from area to area, the lack of simi- 
larity can usually be explained by the fact that the two maps were not 
constructed exactly alike. In Figure 3, based upon census data, the 
county is the unit, so that variations by counties are shown. In 
Figure 5, on the other hand, the crop-reporting district, which is 
usually made up of several counties, is the unit for which average 
rents and average values are reported. 

This difference in the bases of the two maps results in some con- 
siderable apparent changes, from 1920 to 1921 and 1922, in the ratios 
of rent to value in some of the irrigated regions of the West relative 
to other parts of the country. Imperial County, Calif., and Maricopa 
County, Ariz., for instance, show a gross rate of return in 1920 that 
is relatively high, but in 1921 and 1922 both these counties appar- 
ently show a rate of return that is relatively low. The two maps, 
however, are not comparable for these areas, because of their different 
bases of construction. The census data are based sigs rented 
farms, the great majority of which were in the irrigated regions of 
these two counties. The data of the Crop Reporting Board are 
simple averages of estimates for a region including several counties. 
Maricopa County was therefore only one of several counties included 
in the average for this district, and the same is true of et 
County. The regional variations in the ratios of rent to value found 
in 1920 were not due to erratic fluctuations in either rents or values 
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from region to region. They must, then, be accounted for by under- 
lying economic causes. 


SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS REGARDING ACCURACY AND NORMALITY OF DATA. 


The problem was to find the relation of land income, as measured 
by cash rent, to land value for any given year. Before attempting 
to offer an explanation of the percentage relationship in any one © 
area, or the variations of this relationship from region to region, it 
was necessary to determine: (1) Degree of accuracy of the data, and — 
(2) whether the relationship between cash rent and land value in 
1920 was typical of other years. In considering the accuracy of the 
data it was found that the ratios of rent to value were not very 
reliable for individual counties, but for groups of counties they were 
highly accurater In regions, however, where the land boom had been 
most active, the census valuations of land were biased above actual 
sale prices. The greatest error resulting from this bias, for the county 
groups used in this study, was 0.4 per cent. (See p. 12.) 

Another problem was to find out whether the ratios of rent to 
value in 1920 were typical of other years, or whether they were to be 
explained by fluctuations of either cash rents or land values from 
their normal trends. It was found that from year to year the ratio 
of rent to value was remarkably consistent in four important areas, 
but that in 1920 land values advanced more rapidly than cash rents, 
thus making the ratios of rent to value in that year lower than normal, 
by as much as 0.5 per cent in Iowa, and it is likely that the spread 
between cash rents and land values was greater in this area than 
any other. It was also found that the relative variations in the 
ratios of rent to value for the different parts of the country were not 
due to abnormal fluctuations in rents or values in those regions. 
This is brought out by comparing Figure 3 and Figure 5. In other 
words, the regional variations in the ratios as shown by the census 
data were typical of other years. 

While it must not be forgotten that some inaccuracies in the data 
do exist, the explanation of the ratios of rent to value in any one 
area or of the variations in the ratios from area to area must be sought 
elsewhere than in inaccuracies or abnormal fluctuations in the data. 


NET CASH RENTS AND THEIR RELATION TO LAND VALUE. 


The cash-rent data which have been dealt with so far are gross 
cash rents. Land values, of course, are based on the net earnings of 
land, so that it is necessary to reduce gross cash rents to a net basis 
if they are to be used to measure land income. To reduce gross 
rents to a net basis the average tax per acre and depreciation and 
repair of improvements must be deducted. 

Data necessary to obtain net cash rents were available in only 9 of 
the 48 groups. These groups are indicated in Table 8. The tax 
data were obtained from the county tax rolls. A figure showing the 
percentage of the building value which must be set aside for depre- 
ciation and repairs was obtained from farm-management surveys 
located in each of these 9 groups or very near them. For all the 
northern groups and for the 2 in California this rate was 3 per cent, 
except in group 9, where it was 3.6 per cent. In the southern groups 
the average rate was 6.6 percent. The average value per acre of the 
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_ buildings on the one-year tenant farms was multiplied by the per- 
_ centage applicable to each group to obtain the amount in dollars to 
_ be deducted from gross rent. The net cash rents and the ratio of 


net cash rents to land value are shown in Table 8. 


TaBLeE 8.—WNet cash rent per acre and the ratio of net cash rent to land value. 
) | =a. 
| Average | £ 
sige Acar) | | 
: | buildings : Ratio of 
Gina. = per acre defeeete Ee Netrent| Value net rest 
og : ., | per acre.| peracre.| to lan 
per acre. | one-year oer per acre. value. 
tenant ‘buildings 
farms 5 
a 
Per cent. 
| pie ae eee $7. 46 $24. 40 30.7 $1. 34 $5. 39 $160 3.4 
oo eh Sa i 6. 81 32. 80 1.18 1.05 4.58 164 2.8 
oa eee ee eee | 7.42 21. 40 64 1.31 5. 47 225 2.4 
eel oe eee 4.13 18. 20 ie My 2. 82 128 23 
pele” eee SS ce 3. 12 13. 20 . 40 1.00 3.72 143 2.6 
Ee rs ok a Se ae 8.78 14. 60 .44 1.35 6. 99 150 4.7 
3p hee Se 2 bs 9.79 14. 40 95 2.50 6. 34 98 | 6.5 
ERs SG eee 2 ee ees 2. 00 8. 20 .o4 32 1.14 30 | 3.8 
. DSSS Se ea eee 5. 65 14. 80 . 88 6 4.01 66 6.1 


The net rents given in Table 8 are approximately true net rents, 
except those in the three southern groups, 37, 42, and 46. In all 
these groups outside the South it is sufficient to deduct taxes, de- 
preciation, and repair of buildings to get net cash rents; but in the 
South a true net rent is not obtained by making only these deductions. 
The southern landlord has to carry the risk of not getting all the 
rent the tenant contracts to pay and sometimes of not getting any 
rent. In case of a failure in the cotton crop or a sharp fall in cotton 
prices after the contracts are made, the southern tenant will probably 
be unable to pay all the rent he contracted to pay and in some cases 
he may not be able to pay any of it. In other words, the southern 
tenant does not have sufficient resources to carry these risks, so the 
landlord has to carry them, and for this he charges the tenant a 
higher rent. Landlords in all parts of the country carry some risks, 
but they are not so great as those borne by the southern landowners. 
The average rents in the southern groups, therefore, are higher than 
the true net rents. (See pp. 56 and 57.) 

The last column in Table 8 shows the ratio of net rent to land 
value. Offhand, it would be expected that these ratios would show 
much less variation than the ratios between gross rents and land 
values. That is, one would expect to find some of the variation in 
the ratios of gross rents to land values explained by variations in the 
landlord’s expenses (taxes, depreciation, andrepair). This hypothesis 


is justified to some extent. Not considering the southern groups, the 


ratios based on net rents show about the same variations as those 
based upon gross rents. On the net-rent basis, group 9 is 
brought more closely into line with groups 10 and 14. On the gTOss- 
rent basis, the ratio in group 9 was 4.2 per cent, which placed it in a 
class with group 7, which has a gross ratio of 4.7 per cent. But in 
reducing both to a net-rent basis, it is seen that the gross rents were 
high in groups 7 and 9 relative to the value of the land for different 
reasons. In group 9 the gross rents were relatively high because of 
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the heavy investment in buildings. When a charge for depreciation 
and repair on these buildings and the average tax per acre is deducted 
from the gross rents in group 9 and the resulting net rent expressed 
as a ratio of the value, this group does not vary so much from groups 
10 and 14 as it did when the ratios were on a gross-rent basis, thus 
showing that a considerable part of this difference in the gross ratios | 
is due to the difference in the landlords’ expenses. But this is not 
the case with group 7. When this group is compared with groups 10 
and 14, the difference between the ratios on the net cash-rent basis 
are about as great as on the gross-rent basis. The reasons for this 
will be explained in the following section. 

Much of the difference in the ratios of rent to value between the 
southern and northern groups on the gross-rent basis can be explained 
by differences in landlords’ expenses in the two sections of the country. 
On the net-rent basis the difference in the ratios between the two sec- 
tions is not nearly so great as on the gross-rent basis. They are still 
much greater, however, even on the net-rent basis, than in the North, 
and this is partly explained by the fact that it has been impossible 
to get true net rents in the South for reasons already explained. 

The high ratios in the irrigated regions of the West are to be 
explained, in the main, by the relatively high costs that are borne by 
the landlords in these areas. These costs include payments for main- 
tenance and upkeep of the irrigation ditches in addition to those 
already mentioned. 

In general, therefore, the variations from group to group in the 
ratios of rent to value on the gross-rent basis can be explained only 
to a limited extent by the variation in landlords’ expenses, for when 
the gross rents are reduced to net rents we find a large part of the 
variation is still present. The problem of explaining the variations 
in these ratios when calculated on the net-rent basis still remains. 
Furthermore, it is necessary to explain why each ratio is what it is, 


FACTORS DETERMINING RELATIONSHIP OF LAND INCOME AND 
LAND VALUE AT A GIVEN TIME. 


The ratio of rent to value, or the percentage of return on the valua- 
tion of land for any one year, does not show the rate at which land 
incomes are capitalized, nor does it show the percentage return which 
a farmer received on his investment in the long run. The fact that 
the ratio of rent to value in Iowa, for instance, has been approximately 
2.5 per cent since 1910 does not mean that a farmer who ivoht land 
in 1910 has received only 2.5 per cent on his investment throughout 
this period. He received considerably more than this. Nor does it 
mean that farmers are willing to invest in farm lands at this low 
rate. 

The per cent of return on the valuation at a given time is deter-— 
mined by two factors—the rate of capitalization and the percentage 
of the valuation based upon anticipated future increases in income. 
The value of land may be expressed as a function of three variables: 
the rate of interest on farm mortgages, the income which the land 
earns at a given time, and the anticipated increases or decreases in this 
income. Tor increasing land incomes this may be expressed by the 
following equation: Let V=land value, a=annual income, 7=arith- 
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metic average annual anticipated increases in income, and r=rate 


of interest; then V="+ ae 

Assuming that this formula roughly describes the valuations of 
the market, it furnishes a basis for interpreting the ratios of rent to 
value for any given year, and therefore for 1920. After a little 
study of the relationships between the terms of this equation it will 
be seen that the higher the rate of interest the higher the ratio of 
rent to value, and that the larger 7 is, relative to a, the lower the 
ratio of rent to value, and that increases in a, while 7 is constant, 
bring about constantly increasing ratios of rent to value. In general 
it may be stated that the ratio of rent to value in any given year 
depends on r and the relative size of a and 7. These relationships 
are illustrated in Table 9. 


TABLE 9.—Effect of changes in r on ratio of rent to value (a and i constant). 


T a i D S 
v 
POE IOG Au. 
ei] EDEL. 22 oh 4 4s ee ee ee eee $5 $0. 20 $250 | 2.0 per cent. 
PDE Cif ee Se eee ee aaa 5 - 20 180 | 2.8 per cent. 
5 20 139 | 3.6 per cent. 


2 LAD PAL ioe cee. Oe EE ORe 5 SSS GaSe esoes 


20 pel. A Lb eee Fe eee ee eer $5 $0. 20 $180 | 2.8 per cent. 

L2G fee se SEiiag Ee Bgl se Sart S eee eee eae 6 20 200 | 3.0 per cent 

[O35 CHL. ot St See Se Soe ic 20 220 3.2 per cent. 
EFFECT OF CHANGES IN i (@ AND r CONSTANT). 

co chic ident Lt ee ee ee $5| $0.10} $140 | 3.6 percent. 

erg ee eS ee en ee 5 . 20 180 | 2.8 per cent. 

OST it el: 2 See eel eee 5 | . 30 220 | 2.3 per cent. 


To understand the ratios of rent to value and the variations in them 
presented in Table 1 and Figure 3, it is necessary to know the values 
of r and of arelative tov. These are given in Table 10 for those areas 
in which it was possible to get net cash rents. 


12 For this formula I am indebted to Dr. W. J. King. 
For the proof of the first part of this formula see Taylor, H. C., Agricultural Economics, p. 206. The proof 
of the latter part is as follows: 


i i i i r 


i 
$ iP. x] 
a r r ¥ r a js 8 ay ee eS eee | i i l+r\ @,-. 
7 G4) Gary Gare Gene rt os das aa Sem Ces ae 
; 1+r 1+r 


V= 


This formula does not apply when incomes are decreasing. 
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TABLE 10.—Component paris of land value and the relations between them. 


ee ee Ye a EE A “Sn: De 
1 
Group. U a i i < if 
) 

Per cent.| Per cent.| Per cent. 
7 $160 $5. 39 $0. 23 5.8 3.4 42 
9 164 4.58 Ry! Fe 7- 2.8 46 
10 225 5.47 38 Cited 2.4 56 
14 128 2. 82 owe 5.8 222; 62 
25 143 3.02 ARy: 6.2 2.6 58 
26 150 6. 99 sald 6.4 4.7 27 
37 98 6. 34 . 03 6.9 6.5 6 
42 30 1,14 . 06 6.9 3.8 45 
46 66 3. 91 . 07 toe 5.9 19 


In this table 7, the mortgage rate of interest, was taken from 
Volume VI of the 1920 agricultural census. It is an average of the 
county rates for each group. The values of 2 were obtained by soly- 
ing the formula for 7.4% Since 7 is obtained in this way, its accuracy 
depends upon the accuracy of the data from which it is derived. In 
all the groups except those lying in the Cotton Belt these data are 
believed to be accurate. 

This table then opens the way to a complete understanding of why 
the ratios of rent to value were what they were in 1920, and why 
there was so much variation in them from district to district. In the 
eastern part of the Corn Belt (group 7) the ratio of rent to value is 
3.4 per cent, while in the western part of the Corn Belt (group 10) 
it is only 2.4 per cent. The lower ratio in group 10 is explained, in 
part, by the lower interest rate prevailing there, but the difference in 
the interest rates is small and would account for only a small difference 
in the ratios. Most of the difference in these ratios is accounted for 
by the fact that 2 is only $0.23 in group 7, while it is $0.38 in group 10. 
In other words, the buyers and sellers of land in group 10 bought and 
sold land in 1920 on the assumption that it would increase thereafter 
at the rate of $0.38 per acre a year, while in group 7 they bought and 
sold land on the assumption that it would increase at a rate of only 
$0.23 a year, or $0.15 a year less than the anticipated increase in 
sroup 10. This means that in group 10, where the average value of 
land was $225 an acre, $126 or 56 per cent of the value was based upon 
this anticipated increase in income, while in group 7, where the average 
value was $160 an acre, only $67 or 42 per cent of the value was based 
upon the anticipated increases in income. The ratios of rent to 
value for the other groups are to be interpreted in the same way. 

In group 14 the anticipated increase in income is shown to be rela- 
tively large. This is explained by the fact that the counties in the 
northern part of this group are underimproved. That is, the land in 
farms which the farmers in this area think it is economically profitable 
to clear has not all been cleared, so that the value is based upon 
income which these lands are expected to yield when they are brought 
Ep to their proper state of improvement, while they rent on the basis 
of their present state of improvement. 


18 Solving the formula vai+5 for i givesi= Vr?—ar. 


Group 25 shows a much higher anticipated increase in income than 


_ group 26, which lies next toit. This is explained by the fact that the 
- counties in group 25 lie closely around San Francisco. Furthermore, 


a majority of the cash-rented farms will probably be found in those 


- sections of those counties that lie closest to the city. There is a 


potential residential value attached to these lands which does not 
attach to those lying farther out. 

Anticipated increase in income is shown to be very low in group 37, 
and in groups 42 and 46 7, as calculated, is probably smaller than it 


should be. This seems to be true, because land values have been 


advancing in these southern States at a much greater rate than in 
any other part of thecountry. The anticipated increases as computed 
by the formula are probably lower than they should be, because the 
average rent obtained for these areas is not a true net rent. Because 
the cash rents in the South, on which these averages are based, 
contain payments for the risk borne by the landlord, a is too high 
and the computed 7 is too low. But this will not account for the 
very low 7 in group 37. Here the ratio of rent to value is almost 
equal to the mortgage rate of interest, and the anticipated increase 
in income only 3 cents a year. Offhand, it appears that the land 
in this area was relatively undervalued, but sufficient data are not 
available to enable one to make this statement with certainty. It 
may be that this land appears to be undervalued, because all the 
capital which can be obtained is absorbed in clearing and draining the 
land. Thatis, those who can obtain capital find it more advantageous 
to use it in clearing and improving land than to use it in buying more 
land and thus bidding up the price. 

It is clear that a low ratio of rent to value, or, in other words, a 
low per cent of return on the valuation of land at a given year, is to 
be explained for the most part by a relatively high anticipated increase 
inincome. It must not a thought, however, that two regions hay- 
ing the same mortgage rates of interest and the same anticipated 
increases in income will necessarily have the same ratio of rent to 
value. Compare, for instance, groups 7 and 14. The mortgage rate 
of interest is 5.8 per cent in each of these areas. The anticipated 
increase in income is $0.23 per acre in group 7 and $0.28 in group 14— 
that is, $0.05 higher in the latter area than in the former. But it is 
not enough higher to account for the fact that the ratio of rent to 
value is 1.2 per cent lower in group 14 than in group 7. 

There is no reason to expect that it should be. If the value of 7 
were the same in both areas, the ratio of rent to value would still be 
much lower in the latter group than in the former. The point is that 
in interpreting the effect of 7 on the ratio of rent to value it must be 
considered in relation to a, the average rent. In group 14, 7 is about 


_ twice as great relative to @ asitisin group 7. Stated in other terms, 


> 


the capitalized value of 2 constitutes 62 per cent of the value of land 
per acre in group 14, but only 42 per cent of the value 2A acre in 
group 7. e greater the proportion of the value of the land which 
is based upon anticipated increases in rent, the lower the ratio of rent 
to value in any given year. 

The calculated 7’s in Table 10 must be what they are. Given the 
assumption that the rate of capitalization is the mortgage rate of in- 
terest then the 2’s result as a matter of mathematical necessity from 
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the formula V=o+5 in which all the terms except? are given. The 


question now is, has 7 any foundation in fact? Is it based on any 
concrete experience of the buyers and sellers of land? Or is it a 
mere mathematical abstraction resulting from the assumption that 
the rate of capitalization is the mortgage rate of interest? (See pp. 
40 to 46 for a justification of this assumption.) 

It is a matter of general knowledge that farmers anticipate future 
changes in land incomes in buying and selling farm lands. But how 
much of the future do they anticipate, and what is the basis for the 
increases that they project into the future and capitalize into a pres- 
ent worth? Theoretically the value of land is Banal upon all the 
future incomes. Since it is impossible for any individual to know 


Average Gross Cash Rent per Acre, 1905-1920. 
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Fic. 6.—The cash rents in these areas do not show the fluctuations from year to year, which is charae- 


teristic of commodity prices, but move upward in fairly smooth curves. The difference in the rate of 
increase in these areas is also of great significance. 


exactly what the future will bring forth, values are based upon esti- 
mated future incomes. What is the basis for the estimated future 
incomes? In the main, judgments of the future are based upon past 
experience, and the more uniform the experience of the past the 
more certainty is felt of forecasts of the future. Up to 1920 the 
present generation of farmers have as a rule experienced nothing but 
rising land incomes. They have not all increased at the same rate, 
but in all large areas they have increased. The movement of cash 
rents in six important areas is shown in Figure 6. 

This chart shows that average cash rents have moved upward since 
1905, and there is no doubt but that they were moving upward for a 
number of years previous. But in lowa, eastern Nebraska, and south- 
eastern South Dakota they have increased at a much greater rate 


a 
? 
-- 
3 


than in other areas. The chart shows some fluctuation in all the 
series except that representing the State of Iowa. This is probably 
due in the main to the fact that the series representing Iowa is based 
upon a larger number of returns than those representing the other 
areas, so that the uneven increase in these areas is in part apparent 
only. More adequate samples for these areas would probably give 
smoother curves. However, it is clear from the chart that the present 
generation of farmers in these areas has experienced nothing but ris- 
ing land incomes, and the arithmetic rate of increase has been greater 
in recent than in earlier years. 

It is to be expected, then, that the anticipated increases in income 
were large in those areas where land incomes have been rising rapidly 
and small in those areas where land incomes have been rising slowly, 
and if the assumptions back of the land-value formula are correct, 
one should expect to find the anticipated increases in land income as 
calculated by it to show some relation to the average increase in rents 
of the years preceding 1920. However, data showing what cash rents 
were in the past for the areas represented by the groups in Table 10 
are not available. The counties were regrouped, therefore, to corre- 
spond to the areas for which cash rent returns for a period of years 
were available. The average land values, average net rents, and 
average mortgage rates of interest were then determined for these 
areas and 2 calculated by the formula as before. Then, using the 
series in Table 6 that shows average rents from 1910 to 1920, the 
average increase in rent was determined for the 5 years preceding 
1920. ‘Then the 6-year, 7-year, 8-year, 9-year, and 10-year average 
increase was determined. ‘The results are shown in Table 11. 


TABLE 11.—Relationship beiween 7 as calculated by the formula and the average 
increases in cash rents of the preceding years. 


| | | Average increasein a for the preceding— 
| a 6 eee 
sgh acai hie ofa tey wei aa ad ee 
| a | b fi | Ss 9 10 
| | years. | years. years. | years. | years. | years. 
Per ct.| Per ct. 
WOW So ce Sook a: $243 | $6.01 5.5 2.5 | $0.40 | $0.56 | $0.50 | $0.48 | $0.43 |*$0. 40 $0.38 
Ohio, western half. .... 154 4.75 5.9 ok -26 | 31 onl, *, 23 Py Al 19 1.19 
Southern Wisconsin...| 139] 3.84] 5.2| 2.8] .18| .20| .19| *18| -i7] l16 “5 
Eastern Nebraska and | 
southeastern South 
Haketay .filiz-20.. 203 4.54 5:8 [> 62.2 -42 48 *. 47 39 -39 33 31 
North-central Illinois. . 211 5. 60 eC aT | 2,7 = y4 Sa loot *.29 e224 25 24 
Minnesota, southern | 
alt=. ot oe So: 164 3.49 5.8 ya | soo *. 29 2d -25 | -23 | .21 


1 The cash-rent series for western Ohio on which these averages aré based were especially calculated for 
this table. This series is not given in Table 6. ; i 
* Increase in cash rents most closely approximating the calculated i. 


From this table it is clear that the calculated 7’s are not mere 
abstractions, but correspond to the average increases in cash rents 
of the years preceding 1920. Where the calculated 2’s are high, the 
average increases of the preceding years are high (Iowa and eastern 
Nebraska and South Dakota. and where the calculated 2’s are low 
the average increases of the preceding years are low (Ohio, southern 
Wisconsin, and southern Minnesota). In other words, the buyers 
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and sellers of land project the past increases in rents into the future, 
and capitalize them into a present value. 

But it may be asked what part of the past period is thus projected 
into the future? Table 11 shows that the longer the past period 
which is included in making up the average, the lower the average 
increases. 

What period, then, has the most influence in determining the buy- 
ers’ and sellers’ estimates of the future? Light is thrown on this ques- 
tion by comparing the calculated 7’s with the average increases of 
the different past periods. In the table, average increases in cash 
rents of the 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10 preceding years are shown. The 
past period which shows an average increase in cash rents most 
closely approximating the calculated 2 for each area is marked with 
an asterisk (*). It is then seen at once that the calculated 7’s, the 2’s 
which were necessary to justify the valuations of 1920, are approxi- 
mately equivalent to the average increases in cash rents of the pre- 
ceding 6 or 7 years in every area except Minnesota and Iowa. 

In Iowa the calculated 7 corresponds with the average increase in 
rents of the 9 preceding years, while in Minnesota the calculated 7 
agrees with the average increases in rent for a much shorter past 
period than in the other areas. 

Can it be said from the evidence presented in this table that the 
increases of a certain definite past period are the basis for future 
forecasts of increases in land income? As a general proposition, such 
a conclusion can not be drawn. ‘There are too many other influences 
which may bring about expected increases in income. Such influ- 
ences are: (1) prospective shifts in the type of farming from a less 
intensive to a more intensive type; (2) prospective improvements 
in transportation, such as public road improvement, or the construc- 
tion of new or better railway facilities; (3) prospective improvement 
in the land itself through drainage or clearing. 

Such improvements increase the earning power of land, and if 
foreseen would give the basis for an expected increase in land earning 
power and a higher present valuation. In areas where such improve- 
ments are anticipated there would not be so close a correspondence 
between the calculated 2’s and the average increase in rents of the 
preceding years. 

In the new agricultural regions expected increases in income are 
in the main probably based on prospective improvements of the 
kind mentioned above. But in old agricultural areas which consti- 
tute the major farming regions of this country the expected changes 
in land income are based in the main on average changes in the past. 

The areas included in Table 11 are for the most part old farming 
areas where no improvements of the type mentioned are expected 
for the areas asa whole. Small sections of these areas no doubt have 
their land values based upon such expected improvements, but 
not the areas as a whole, with the possible exception of the Minnesota 
area. 

In the northern counties of the Minnesota area a relatively large 
part of the land is reported by the census as needing clearing, drain- 
age, or both. It is probable that the value is based upon the expected 
earning power when these improvements are made. ‘This would 
account for the fact that the calculated 7 in this area corresponds to 
the average increase in rent of a much shorter preceding period than 


\ 


\ 
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in the other areas. With the expected increase in income due to 
prospective improvements allowed for in this area, it seems probable 
that the calculated 7 would correspond to the average increases in 
zent of the preceding 6 or 7 years as in all the other areas except 
owa. 

Can it be concluded, then, of old agricultural areas where important 

improvements are not expected, and whose type of farming is stable, 
that the average increase in land incomes of the preceding 6 or 7 
years are the basis for future forecasts? While a period of 6 or 7 
years is indicated in the table, it must be remembered that there is 
a slight upward bias in the land values, and that this bias is different 
from area to area. In view of this, and of the fact that Iowa is 
not in line with the other areas, it seems safer to say that the future 
forecasts are based upon the average increases of the preceding 7 to 
10 years. The average increases in rent in Iowa for the years pre- 
ceding 1920 are all very high, due to the unusual increase from 1919 
to 1920. The increase in this year was much greater for Iowa than 
for any other area. If it be left out in figuring the average increases, 
then the correspondence between the calculated 7 and the average 
increases in rent of the preceding years in Iowa is brought into line 
with the other areas. 
The forecasts of the future, then, are based upon a relatively re- 
cent past which probably ranges from 7 to 10 years. This is borne 
out by evidence drawn from areas in which land income advanced 
very rapidly, as weil as in areas where it increased more slowly. 

The relation between the anticipated increases in income as cal- 
culated by the formula, that is, the increases in income necessary to 
justify the valuation at a given time on the assumption that the rate 
of capitalization is the mortgage rate of interest, and the average 
ree in rent of the preceding years, is further demonstrated in 

able 12. 


TaBLe 12.—Relation between computed 1’s and average increase in cash rents of 
preceding years in Iowa, 1910 to 1920. 


Average Increase in cash rents for preceding—? 


Year. V al r i 
6 7 B52 FN 10 11 12 13 14-") 5 
years.) years.| years.) years.| years.| years.| years.) years.) years.| years. 
Per 
cent. 
POIOF ae. os $96..00}-$4324| .- 5. 5} $0.06) $0. 12] $0: 12] $0, 11), $0. 10) $0. 09)... ...)......)...2..J..2..-]....-. 
paren thrones. etsO) ee ere) ats ee eal erersces [pease al ees cain sails caller qece la cm rece cw cu ade d a oars eames 
OED EP ENE. . 205% 106.00} 4.50) 5.5 07 14 As} 12 12 « LZ. $0; 11); $0! 10}. 2. oe ee epee Se 
ee See 118.00} 4.63) 5.5 10 14 .14 13) .12 12 12 1 SS0S10- 2c 55 <a 
EMA AS A0. .ee 125.00} 4.91 5.5 11 18 ral WY 16 15 .14 14 14 13) $0. 12 
NS bo ore he 134.00} 5.19 5.5 12 18 .18 17 me ly . 16) 15 15 14 13)*$0, 12 
TL G eel Be 153.00)" 5. 52) (5. 5 16 21 . 20 19 .19 18 17). *.16 16 16} .14 
BOVERI 30235. ; 156. 00} 5.83) 5.5 15}. 24). 22 21) .21) =. 20 19 18 17). 17 P06 
POLS eee Ae. 1 U74500|5,6532) 5.5 18 Bix 29 Die K2B) 2. D5 24 23 22) 21) * .19 
HOLQR NS eet 192..00},°7..02) 5.5 19 43 .39 36 .30 col 29 28 27] 26] * . 24 
POLO Let des. 255. 00) 8.14 5. 5 32 55 sol 47 43 . 40) 37 36 34| * .32) 31 


1 Based on the series in Table 6 showing average rent from 1905 to 1920. 
2 Based on the series in Table 6 showing average rent from 1900 to 1920. ; 
* Period for which there was the closest correspondence between i and the average increase in rent for 
_ preceding years. 
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Table 12 shows the relation in Iowa between the calculated 7’s and 
the average increase in rents of the preceding years for each of the 
ae 11 years, exclusive of 1911 for which no data were available on 
and values. 

It will be noted that the anticipated increases in income as calcu- 
lated by the formula gradually increased from 1910 to 1920, and a 
comparison of the calculated 2’s with the average increases in rent of 
the preceding years explains why a constantly greater future increase 
was anticipated and capitalized into the value of each succeeding year. 
The calculated 7’s and the average increases in rent of the preceding 
years move up together. The anticipated increases in income in each 
of these years were based upon the experience of the past; that is, 
these anticipated increases changed each year because of a changing 
past experience, just as the anticipated increases were found to be 
different from area to area because of varying past experiences in 
those areas with regard to increases in income. 

Since the calculated 2’s in Table 12 are based upon gross rent and 
on land values which have an upward bias, they can not be compared 
with the average increases in rents for different past periods to show 
how long a past period was most influential in determining estimates 
of the future. The calculated 2’s correspond to the average rent 
increases of the preceding 12 to 15 years. This can not be taken to 
mean, however, that the experience of the past 12 to 15 years has 
been most influential in determining the forecast of the future for any 

iven year. The average rents are gross rents, and when used in the 
ormula to calculate 2 give a value for it that is too low. Table 11 
shows that buyers and sellers of land, in 1920, made up their forecasts 
of the future on the basis of changes in land income during the past 
7 to 10 years. Table 12 shows that 2 calculated on the gross-rent 
basis in 1920 corresponded to the average increase in rent of the past 
14 to 15 years, or a longer period than on a net-rent basis. Ow, 
since 2 calculated on the gross-net basis corresponds in each year from 
1913 to 1920 to the average increases in rent of the preceding 12 to 15 
years, it seems highly probable that buyers and sellers of land were 
influenced by about the same past period in all other years in making 
their forecasts of the future as they were in 1920; that is, on the net- 
rent basis about 7 to 10 years. To calculate this accurately, changes 
in taxes relative to rents would have to be known. 

Buyers and sellers of land have based the prices at which they 
were willing to buy or sell on past experience, but naively so. In 
1920 they projected the average increase in income of the preced- 
ing 7 to 10 years into the future just as they had done in 1910, 
regardless of the fact that their 1920 forecasts were based upon 
the abnormal experience of the war period. The forecasts of this 
generation of buyers in all the years preceding 1920 had apparently 
been justified, for the buyers in any year had found that land incomes 
actually increased faster in the following years than had been 
anticipated at the time of their purchases, so that buyers in 1920, 
and in the other years immediately preceding it, were not led to 
question the normality of the conditions that produced the high 
incomes of these years or the relatively great increases of the pre- 
ceding years. Therefore, in 1920 they did what they had always 
done, and made up their forecasts of the future on a past experience 
which was uncritically accepted as a safe guide. 
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It is often stated that the high land values of the war period were 
the result of speculation in land. If by speculation it is meant 


that the purchasers of land in these years bought with the idea of - 


selling again at a higher price, it is only to a very limited extent 
that land values were forced upward because of this kind of specu- 
lation. This has been indicated by studies made at the time of the 
land boom.'* These studies showed that a large percentage of 
purchasers bought without any thought of reselling. Land values 
went up in these years in the main because land incomes went up, 
and because buyers of land did not discount the fact that these 
incomes were based upon abnormal conditions. Thus in Iowa the 
greatest increase in land values was from 1919 to 1920, and this 
was also the period in which the increase in cash rent was greatest. 

If by speculative values are meant values based upon estimates 
of the future, then the land values of 1920 were speculative values, 
but in this sense land values have always been speculative. Land 
values have always, of necessity, been based upon estimates of future 
income and must continue to be, for the future is not known and 
can only be guessed. 

Again, when one speaks of speculative land values he may have 
in mind that part of the value which is based upon anticipated 
future increases in income. It is true that a larger percentage of the 
land values of 1920 was based upon such anticipated increases in 
income than in previous years, but to state that this was due to 
speculation helps in no way to understand why land values were 
what they were in 1920. 

The land values of 1920 can not be explained in terms of land 
speculation any more than the land values of any other period can. 
To understand land values they must be studied in relation to land 
income and the past changes in land income. Because these incomes 
were influenced by abnormal conditions in the 5 or 6 years preceding 
1920, land values were less sound than in 1910, for instance, but to 
state that they were more largely the result of speculation in 1920 
than in 1910 helps in no way to understand the values of 1920. 
The buyers and sellers of land in 1920 based their estimates of the 
worth of land on its earning power in 1920 and the average increases 
in this earning power in the years preceding 1920, in much the 
same way that buyers and sellers in 1910 had done. The land incomes 
on which these buyers and sellers based their estimates of value were 
less sound than those in 1910 in the sense that they were the 
result of war conditions and could not continue, but they did not 
know this. 


LONG-TIME TENDENCY IN THE RATIO OF LAND INCOME TO LAND 
VALUE. 


As was previously pointed out, Table 7 indicates that there has 
been a downward trend in the ratio of cash rent to the value of the 
land. This fact is brought out more strikingly in Figure 7, which 
shows the ratio of cash rent to land value in Ohio from 1900 to 1920 
inclusive. 

14 See United States Department of Agriculture Bulletin 874, Farm Land Values in Iowa, by L. C. Gray, 


and Bulletin 240 of the Kentucky Agricultural Experiment Station on Land Prices and Land Speculation 
in the Bluegrass Region of Kentucky, by G. W. Forster. 
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Figure 7 can not be taken to show the true ratio of rent to value for 
any one of the 21 years. The number of farms on which the annual 
average rents are based is too small to be considered representative 
of all the land in Ohio. The rents paid on these farms, however, 
show the trend in rents for the State with a fair degree of accuracy. 
This series of rents may, therefore, be used to show the trend in 
the ratio of rent to value during this period. The downward trend 
is at.once strikingly evident, and in light of the preceding discussion 
the explanation is not far to seek. In the early part of this century 
the farmers, who are the principal buyers and sellers of land, had 
fresh in their memories the long depression of the nineties. Further- 
more, land incomes up to this period had not increased very much 


Ratio of Gross Cash Rent to Land Value in Ohio, 1900-1920. 
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Fic. 7—The ratio of rent in each year to the selling value in the same year is shown by this curve. It 
does not show the rate of return on investments in farm lands. The rate of return on the investment 
is the ratio of the average income of all future years to the purchase price. ‘The trend of this curve 
is downward because an increasing percentage of the value of land was based on expected increases 
in income. 


or very rapidly. Hence, very little was anticipated in the way of 
further increase in land income and the ratio of rent to value was, 
therefore, relatively high. But in the years following 1900 the 
average increase in land income was greater and greater, so that a 
constantly increasing percentage of the value was based upon 
anticipated increases in income, resulting in declining ratios of rent 
to value. 

A further reason for this decline in the ratio of rent to value is 
found in the fact that mortgage rates of interest were declining 
throughout the greater part of this period. 

This same downward tendency in the ratio of rent to value is also 
found in Iowa. This is demonstrated by Table 13, which shows the 
ratio of rent to value by decades. 


16 Compare the series based on farms leased from 1900 to 1920 with the shorter series based on larger num- 
bers of farms for the years in which they overlap, Table 6, p. 12 
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TaBLe 13.—Ratio of gross cash rent to land value in Iowa, by decades. 


Ratio of 

a gross cash 
Year. | rent to land 
value. 

Per cent. 
1900 led 
1919 4, 3 
1920 3.6 


Increasing land incomes do not always produce declining ratios of 
income to value. It depends on how the incomes are increasing. If 
they increase a constant amount each year for a considerable period 
then the trend in the ratio of rent to value during such a period 
will be upward, provided the mortgage rate of interest is about 
constant. This is brought out in Table 14. 


TaBLeE 14.—Direction of trend in ratio of rent to value when rents increase a con- 
stant amount each year over a long period. 
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i Under such conditions as are assumed in Table 14, the ratio of 
rent to value would become greater and greater year after year. 
1 . . Cae. . : . . 
_. The reason is obvious. The anticipated increases in income, being 
¢ based on the average increases of the past, are constant throughout 
_ the period. Therefore, the percentage of the value in each year, 
_. which is based on this anticipated increase in income, is constant 
throughout the period. The percentage of the value, however, which 
is based upon the rent in the given year is becoming greater and 
ie : . g 
greater with each succeeding year, so that the ratio of rent to value 
must increase as time goes on. In other words, a increases relative to 


7 when 7 is constant. 

Figure 6 shows that up to 1913 or 1914 the annual increase in aver- 
age rents was about constant for all the areas except lowa. That is, 
straight lines would fit these series better than any type of curve. 
Nevertheless, the ratio of rent to value declined throughout the period 
1900 to 1914 at least in Ohio and probably in the other areas also. This 
is accounted for, in part, by the decline in the interest rate on farm 
mortgages during this period. But for the most part, it is explained 
by the fact that the straight line increase in rents which apparently 

revailed in Ohio from 1900 to 1914 can not be projected backward 
Ferotid 1900 more than 2 or 3 years at most. The buyers and sellers 
of land in the early years following 1900 were therefore not expecting 
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this constant increase to prevail in the future, and it was not pro- 
jected into the future until it had continued for a number of years. 
Furthermore, the buyers and sellers of land in this period still had 
vividly in their minds those years preceding 1896, when agricultural 
prices and land incomes were declining. They were, therefore, not 
so ready to project past increases in land incomes into the future as 
were the farmers in 1920. 


ANTICIPATED RATE OF RETURN ON INVESTMENTS IN FARM LANDS. 


There are two problems in connection with the anticipated rate of 
return on the investment: (1) What are future incomes expected to 
be? (2) what is the rate at which these expected incomes are dis- 
counted to a present worth ? 

If land incomes were constant year after year and were to continue 


so for all time, then the formula for land value would be Ot where 


a is the annual net rent and r is the rate of interest at which these 
future constants rents are discounted to a present worth. Under 
these conditions the anticipated rate of return on the investment and 
the actual rate of return would be identical, and both rates would be 
identical with the rate of capitalization. This is true because the 
expected rate of return is the rate of capitalization at which these 
known future incomes are discounted to a present worth. For ex- 
ample, if the rate of capitalization were 5 per cent and the annual 


rent $5, the present value would be $100, that is, pi Poe age and 


05 


conversely, the rate of return on this $100 would be r= - =) per 


5) 
°F 100 
cent. If the rate of interest were also constant, the rate of return 
on the investment and the rate of return on sale price in any given 
year would be identical. 
If land incomes are increasing, however, the above formula for 
land values no longer applies. Under these conditions the formula 


a i ; 
becomes patie If the future increases in a are known, then 


again the anticipated and actual returns on the investment are the 
same and both are equivalent to the rate of capitalization. But here 
neither rate of return on the investment nor the rate of capitalization 
are equivalent to the rate of return on the value at a given time. 
In the years immediately following the investment, the rate of return 
will be low, but as time goes on the annual return will be greater 
and greater, so that in the long run the average return on the inyest- 
ment will be equivalent to the rate of capitalization. In the early 
years the rate of return is lower than the rate of capitalization, but 
in the later years it is higher. The rate of return on the selling 
value at any given time, however, will always be lower than the 
rate of capitalization. Under conditions where v, a, and 7 are 
known, the rate of capitalization, or the long-run return on the 


aa 
investment, can be determined by solving the equation o— + =3 for fr. 


Under actual conditions, the future increases in income are not 
known and have to be estimated. Since the future increases as 


. 
~ 
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estimated at any given time rarely correspond to the increases that 
actually take place, the anticipated rate of return on the investment 
is not the same as the actual return, so there are these two problems 
in connection with the rate of return on investment. 

The anticipated rate of return on the investment is anticipated 
because the future incomes are estimated. The future incomes, 
whether actually known or estimated, are discounted to a present 
worth at a rate of interest that is fairly definite, so that the only 
element of uncertainty is in the future incomes. The rate of capi- 
talization, then, is the anticipated rate of return, but the extent 
to which this return is realized depends upon the amount by which 
aun actual future incomes deviate from what they were anticipated 
to be. 

The anticipated rate of return on the investment can be determined 
by solving the land value formula for 7 if v, a, and 7 are known. 
But in actual fact, 7 is not known and can itself be determined only 
by solving the land value formula for 7. Thus, in determining the 
anticipated rate of return on investment we are faced with two 
unknown factors, that is, the rate of capitalization and the antici- 
pated increases in land income. 

The anticipated increases in income have already been calculated 
for a number of important areas by the formula. But in doing this 
it was necessary to assume a rate of capitalization and the rate 
assumed was the mortgage rate of interest. To what extent is this 
assumption justified ? 

It is often stated that lands are capitalized in this country at very 
low rates. Some of the arguments advanced to explain this are as 
follows: (1) The majority of American farmers do not view invest- 
ment in farm lands as a commercial proposition; (2) purchase of 
farm land is an unusually safe investment; (3) farmers have no 
alternative investments, hence always buy farm land, regardless of 
the rate of return it yields. 

It is argued that purchasers of farm lands in the greater part of 
this country are not guided by pecuniary motives for several reasons. 
(a) The farmer wishes to have a home of his own, hence is willing 
to pay considerably more for a farm than an absentee investor who 


‘is merely buying the right to receive a money income. The typical 


investor in farm land in this country expects to live on the farm 
he purchases, so that much of the income which he receives is in 
the form of satisfactions which are not expressed or measured in 
dollars and cents. (5) The prestige of ownership is especially men- 
tioned as one of the satisfactions which the purchaser of land enjoys. 
(c) It is also sometimes said in this connection that there is a “land 
hunger”? which makes farmers eager to own land, regardless of its 
price. (d) It is also alleged that the buyer of land does not think 
in terms of return on invested capital, but in terms of securing & 
place where he can use his own labor free from interference and 
where his job is always secure. 

For all these reasons it is held that the competition for land owner- 
ship is very keen, and that the buyers of land bid its price up so 
pes that it yields a rate of return that is considerably below the 
rate of interest on other investments that are equally secure. 

It is probably true that all of these considerations are important 
from the buyer’s point of view. The buyers of land, however, make 
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up only half of the market. The suppliers, or sellers, of land must 
be given equal consideration with the buyers, and it does not seem 
probable that the sellers of land are influenced by the same con- 
siderations that influence the buyers 

The sellers of land are made up in the main of three classes: (1) 
Farmers who are not yet ready to retire, but who desire to acquire 
better farms, larger farms, or to move to a different locality, (2) retir- — 
ing farmers who have the option of leasing or selling their farms; (3) — 
landlords who have the option of continuing to lease their lands or | 
to sell them. The sellers in the first class are farmers and expect to 
continue so. They sell only to buy again. In selling they are influ- 
enced only by their desire to get another farm in the same community 
or in another community which they like better. But they would 
not be likely to sell at a loss to do this. As buyers they are influ- 
enced by about the same motives as other buyers. Desire to own 
land, prestige of ownership, etc., all play a part in determining what 
they will offer for land. The net influence of this class of sellers on the 
price of land will be about zero since they sell to buy again. But with 
the other two classes the case is different. 

Both retiring farmers and existing landlords have the alternatives 
of selling or leasing their farms. As a large percentage of landlords 
are retired farmers, they are not likely to sell for the purpose of buy- 
ing again, and the same is true with the group of farmers who retire 
each year but who have not yet become landlords. If these two 
groups decide to sell, it will increase the total supply of farms for sale 
relative to the demand for farms, and will hold down the price of 
land. But if these retiring farmers and landlords are actuated by 
nonpecuniary motives intl to those which influence buyers, they 
will hold their farms with the same tenacity with which buyers seek 
to acquire ownership. ‘Their influence will then be added to that 
of the buyers in keeping the price of land high relative to its earning 
power; that is, in keeping the rate of return on the investment low. 

To what extent do such nonpecuniary motives influence these 
two classes? Some prestige may be attached to ownership in the 
farm community; that is, the farm operator who owns his farm may 
receive more social recognition, may have more community influence, 
than the tenant. But when a farmer retires and moves to town, he 
certainly enjoys no more prestige from owning a farm than from own- 
ing Government bonds, bank stock, or farm mortgages. The other 
satisfactions which attach to ownership are likewise enjoyed by the 
buyer who expects to operate his farm and not by the potential seller 
who is retiring from the farm. 

It appears, then, that these two groups of potential sellers will sell 
when it is to their pecuniary advantage to sell and lease when it is to 
their advantage to lease. Whether or not they will decide to sell or 
lease depends upon the alternative investments which are open to 
them, and the safety of these investments relative to investments in 
farm lands. If these potential sellers have alternative investments 
which are about equally secure as investments in farm land and with 
which they are familiar, they will sell their farms and invest in these 
securities whenever there is any tendency for farm lands to yield a 
lower rate of return on the investment, taking account of the antici- 
pated increases in income as part of the return, than is yielded by 
these securities. This action on the part of retiring farmers and 
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existing landlords will increase the supply of farms for sale and thus 
hold down their price, so that the rate of return on farm lands is held 
in equilibrium with the return on these securities which are offered 
as alternative investments. While buyers, then, in the main may 
not think in terms of alternatwe investments, this class of sellers do, 
and i is their-action which keeps the rate of return on farm lands in 
equilibrium unth the return on other investments. 

It is often stated that investment in farm lands offers greater 
security than most other lines of investment. While it is true that 
farm lands can not run away, their values can and do. The truth 
of this should be impressed upon every one by what happened to 
land values in the war period and what has happened since. In- 
vestment in farm land almost always involves some risk, and this 
risk is usually greater than that involved in the purchase of farm 
mortgages or municipal and railway bonds or any other investments 
equally good. Im the case of bonds a definite rate of interest on 
the investment is promised. This rate of interest and the principal 
are guaranteed in the case of farm mortgages and railway bonds b 
the right to take over the property in case the interest is not vadih 
and the loan is usually enough less than the value of the property 
to make it secure. The buyer of a farm, however, has no definite 
promise as to what return he will receive on his investment. It is 
an uncertain return depending upon the future prices for his products 
and his future costs. He is not buying the right to receive a definite 
return, nor is the principal always secure. Many of those who 
bought land in 1918, 1919, and 1920 can not now sell out and obtain 
the principal of their original investment and probably can not do 
so for a number of years to come. 

Furthermore, it must be remembered that a large percentage of 
the value of farm land during the 15 or 20 years preceding 1920 was 
based upon expected increases in land income which might or might 
not have been realized for all that the buyers of land during that 

eriod knew. The same is true to-day after three years of falling 
and incomes and falling land values. A large part of the value is 
still based upon expected increases in land income which will not be 
realized until the prices of agricultural products start upward again 
and maintain a strong upward course. 

This element of risk, though always present in farm-land invest- 
ment, has probably not been thoroughly appreciated by the present 
generation of farmers, who up to 1920 had witnessed nothing but 
constantly rising land values, but it seems likely that it will be 
taken more into account in the future. 

Do farmers have alternative investments? It is often stated that 
in effect they do not, and that even if they did they would not con- 
sider them: When it is stated that farmers do not consider alter- 
native investments, the prospective buyer of land is usually had in 
mind. The farmer who is not ready to retire would rather own and 
operate his own farm than be a tenant, even though he could invest 
his capital in other securities and get a higher rate of return than he 
could by buying farm land. But this is not the case with the retir- 
ing farmer or landlord. To these classes a farm is an investment to 
be compared with other investments which may or may not yield a 
larger return in the long run. The only question here is, do such 
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investments practically exist for these classes of potential sellers 
of land? It is said that these classes do not know of other invest- 
ments, or that such investments are not made readily available 
for them as they are for the city investor, or that they are afraid to 
invest in bonds which they do not understand. On the other hand, 
it is argued that they do know farm lands and that they will keep 
their capital invested in them even though better investment oppor- 
tunities exist elsewhere. In other words, that there may be better 
investment opportunities, but practically they do not exist for this 
class of retired farmers. 

This argument overlooks the fact that these retired farmers do 
know farm mortgages just as well as they know farm lands. In 
almost all agricultural communities there is a large demand for 
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mortgage loans. The retired farmer is in a better position than 
anyone else to know the value of farms offered as security for such 
mortgage loans. Consequently, he can make a loan at less risk and 
expense than any bank or insurance company, hence can afford to 
make loans at lower rates of interest than such institutions can 
offer. The competition of insurance companies or Federal farm 

| loan banks can not, therefore, close this line of investment to him. 
Since these institutions do place a large volume of loans in all the 
major agricultural regions of the country, it would seem that the 
demand for such loans is considerably greater than can be supplied 
by farmers who have funds to invest. This one line of investment 
alone, therefore, is large enough to make it unnecessary for the re- 
tired farmer to keep his capital tied up in farm land if there seems 
to be a greater advantage in selling his farm than in continuing 
to lease it. 

The retired farmer who thinks that land is yielding a return that 
is too low, taking account of anticipated increases in income, in 
terms of what he could get by investing in farm mortagages, will 
. sell his farm and invest in these mortgages. In many cases, in fact, 
: the sale of the farm will carry with it the opportunity to take a 
mortgage on the place. A large number of purchasers can not pay 

for a farm outright. They must obtain credit from some source 
and the seller of the farm has the opportunity to furnish this credit. 

With these considerations in mind, it is difficult to see how the 
anticipated rate of return on farm land, that is, the rate of capitali- 
zation, can get very far away from the mortgage rate of interest when 
farm mortgages are readily available to a large class of potential sellers 
of land. If buyers bid up the price of land because they are willing 
to accept a low rate of return on their investments, some of these 
retired or retiring farmers will decide to sell rather than lease their 
farms. This will increase the supply of land for sale and thus hold 
down its price. If, on the other fhand, farm land tends to offer a 
better return than farm mortgages, fewer farms will be offered for 
sale, which will increase the price. 

It may be true that some of these retired farmers will not respond 
in this way to changes in the rate of return on farm land. Some of 
them, for instance, may be holding their farms for a son or son-in-law, 

hence will not consider selling their farms. It is not necessary that 
| all of them should. A few additional farms offered for sale in any 
given year will be sufficient to hold down the price. At any given 


time, in other words, there is a considerable degree of inelasticity in 
the demand for farms. The number of persons seeking to buy land 
in any community at a given time is limited. Furthermore, not all 
of these buyers have such low individual rates of capitalization; not 
all of them wish to acquire land ownership regardless of the rate of 
return. ‘The number of buyers, therefore, who are willing to bid up 
the price of land so that it no longer yields a normal rate of return 
is still further limited. A small increase in the number of farms 
offered for sale, then, will materially affect the price, so that it is 
necessary for only a small proportion of the retired farmers to offer 
their farms for sale in order to maintain equilibrium between the 
mortgage rate of interest and the anticipated rate of return on the 
investment in farm lands. 

The mortgage rate of interest is the rate of capitalization in the 
sense that it is the rate that controls most effectively the price that 
is paidforfarmland. When itis stated, however, that the mortgage 
rate of interest is the rate of capitalization average conditions are had 
in mind. Individual buyers reach decisions on what they can afford 
to pay for land in different ways. One buyer, for instance, may be 
willing to pay a high price for land because he is willing to accept a 
low rate of return on his investment. He may not be able to make a 
farm earn as much as other prospective buyers, but will pay as much 
as they because of his willingness to accept a low rate of return on 
his investment. Another buyer, on the other hand, may be able to 
make a farm earn a rent that is considerably above the average, but 
because he demands a high rate of return on his investment before he 
will buy, he will not pay any more for land than other farmers who 
can not make land earn so much but who are willing to invest at 
lower rates of return. Thus each individual arrives at the price 
he is willing to pay for a farm on the basis of an individual rate 
of capitalization, an individual estimate as to what rent he can make 


the land earn and an individual estimate of the future changes in 


rents. ‘Thus the prices which buyers are willing to pay are arrived at 
in many different ways.'°¢ 

On the supply side the situation is simpler. Potential sellers 
compare the relative returns to be obtained from selling and investing 
in mortgages with those to be obtained by holding their land an 
leasing it, and their actions cause the average expected rate of return 
on farm land to be fixed at approximately the mortgage rate of 
interest. Those farmers who Mienlosa efficient and who have bought 
because of their low individual rates of capitalization will not get the 
average rate of return, that is, a long-run rate of return that is 
equivalent to the mortgage rate of interest. On the other hand, 
those farmers who are more efficient but who had higher individual 
rates of capitalization will get a long-run return on their invest- 
ments that is above the average. 

This analysis applies to all areas, except the South, where there is 
a fairly active land market. Where such a market does not prevail 
the influence of the mortgage rate of interest on the rate of capitali- 
zation of farm lands will be slow and uncertain. In the major agri- 
cultural regions of this country, however, such an active market 
prevails. 


ba See H. J. Davenport, Economics of Enterprise, Ch. XV. 
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ACTUAL RATE OF RETURN ON INVESTMENTS IN FARM LANDS. 


What the actual rate of return on investments made in farm lands 
in 1920 will be can not be determined, but it is possible to show what 
the trend in the rate of return on investments made in years previous 
to 1920 has been. Table 15 shows the ratio of cash rent for each 
year from 1900 to 1920 to the average value of Iowa land in 1900. 

This analysis does not apply to the Cotton Belt where a different 
tenure situation prevails. There the landlord is a farm operator 
and he does not retire in the same sense that the northern farmer 
does. 


TaBLeE 15.—Ratio of annual average gross cash rent from 1900 to 1920 to the average 
value of land in Iowa in 1900. 


[$43 per acre—average value of land in Iowa in 1900.] 
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This table may be interpreted as showing the trend from 1900 to 
1920 in the gross rate of return received by the average investor in 
Iowa farm lands in 1900. But it shows only the trend, for the farms 
on which the average cash rents are based may not be typical of all 
the farms in the State. Furthermore, these rents are gross rents. 
Whether or not the rate of return figured on a net-rent basis would 
have shown as great an increase during this 20-year period depends 
upon the increase in real-estate taxes during this period It seems 
probable that they increased slightly in proportion to the rents and 
that the net rate of return did not increase as much as the gross 
rate. But even on the net-rent basis, buyers of land in 1900 have 
enjoyed excellent returns on their investments. This has been largely 
due to the fact that in 1900 a very small increase in incomes was 
anticipated, so that the values at that time were relatively low. A 
ereat increase, however, actually took place, which gave these buyers 
a large and unexpected return. 

At later dates, after land incomes had been increasing for several 
years, a greater increase in land income was anticipated and capi- 
talized into the values, so that investors in these years did not receive 
as large returns on their investments made between 1900 and 1920 
as those who bought land in 1900. However, they did get larger 
returns up to 1920 than they expected. This applies to average 
investments made in farm land in any year between 1900 and 1920. 
The difference between expected and actual returns from 1910 to 
1920 on investments made in 1910 is shown in the Table 16. 
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- Tasie 16.—Expected and actual returns from 1910 to 1920 on investments made in 


Towa in 1910 (based on gross cash rents). 


[Average value of Iowa land in 1910=$96 per acre.]} 
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1See Table 6, column 3. 


In 1910 incomes on Jowa land were expected to increase 7 cents 
a year. As a matter of fact, from 1910 to 1920 they increased by 
amounts much greater than this, so that the trend in the actual rate 
of return on 1910 investments increased much more rapidly than 
expected, and the investors in this year enjoyed unlooked-for gains 
during this 10-year period. But whether these 1910 investors will 
receive as great returns as they expected over a 40 or 50 year period 
is another question, and one which can not be answered definitely at 
this time. But it seems probable that the 1910 investors will not get 
a lower rate of return over this longer period than they expected to 
get in 1910, when the investments were made. It is interesting to 
note in this connection that average Iowa rents are probably higher 
in 1923 than they were expected to be in 1910. Projecting the 
annual increase in rents of 7 cents a year, which buyers and sellers 
in 1910 anticipated, to 1923, gives an anticipated average rent for 
this year of $5.17 per acre. The average rent as reported for 1923 
by the Crop Reporting Board of the Bureau of Agricultural Eco- 
nomics was $7.25 per acre and this is the third year of declining rents. 
There is probably an upward bias in this estimate. This is indicated 
by the fact that the 1921 estimate was higher than the actual average 
rents reported by the census in 1920. But even allowing for this, 
it seems that investors in farm lands in 1910 were conservative enough 
to be safe. But the same can not be said of investors in 1917, 1918, 
1919, and 1920. 


ANALYSIS OF CASH RENT AS A MEASURE OF LAND INCOME. 


It has been assumed throughout this study that average cash rents 
reflect the average annual income from all farm land. If this assump- 
tion can not be shown to be in accordance with the facts, the conclu- 
sions reached in the earlier pages of the bulletin will be largely 
invalidated. The annual income and the percentage of return on 
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cash-rented farms alone is not the important consideration, but the 
annual income and percentage of return on all farm land. Average 
cash rents show the former, but do they show the latter ? 

What is farm-land income? It is necessary to get clearly in mind 
what is meant by this term before a decision can be reached whether 
or not average cash rents are an accurate reflection of it. In eco- 
nomic theory, land income is called economic rent, and it has usually 
been defined by economists as the amount that is earned annually by 
the bare land alone. This definition, however, is not descriptive of 
actual market conditions in this country. In the United States the 
price paid for bare land, for the improvements on it, and for the home 
advantages which are attached thereto are not separated in the mar- 
ket. The farm is bought and sold as a unit. The buyer acquires, 
and the seller gives up, the right to receive the total income which 
the farm, as a unit, yields. Land income, therefore, will be defined 
as the annual amount which land with all its improvements and the 
home advantages which are attached thereto earns, and this income 
will be called farm rent to distinguish it from economic rent. 

Like economic rent, farm rent is the amount that land will earn 
under conditions of free and active competition. Such competition, it 
is believed, prevails among the buyers and renters of land in the major 
agricultural regions of this country. Also, as in the case of economic 
rent, it is assumed that the land is improved and utilized accordin 
to the average intelligence of the community. A community o 
unintelligent farmers can not make land earn as much as a commu- 
nity of highly intelligent ones. In both cases farm rent and eco- 
nomic rent will be determined by what the farmers who buy, sell, 
and lease land can make it earn. 

That part of the farm rent which is paid for a home is more than 
house rent. It is a payment for all the community advantages which 
are attached to a farm. The amount paid for the home advantages 
offered by a farm will vary for the most part with variations in pro- 
ductivity. The lands which yield a higher money return will attract 
and create a better class of farmers who will build up the social 
advantages of the community and be able and willing to pay a higher 
price for these farms because of these social advantages. Poor lands, 
on the other hand, yield low money returns and are operated in the 
main by a poorer grade of farmers. These farmers can not afford 
to pay as high a price for a home as the more efficient farmers on 
the better lands. 

The percentage of farm rent paid for home and community advan- 
tages does not, however, always vary exactly in proportion to pro- 
ductivity. There are cases where the factor of home rent creates a 
difference of $50 or $75 per acre in the value of land between two 
communities in which the land is equally productive. Such great 
differences in home rent are usually due to the existence of religious 
or racial groups who wish to maintain their unity. 


RELATION OF CASH RENT TO FARM RENT. 


Cash rent is the amount paid each year by a tenant to a landlord 
for the use of a farm. It includes payments for the land, the im- 
provements, and the home advantages afforded by a farm. So far 
it is similar to farm rent in that both are payments for identical 
things. But even so, it may be that cash rents on the average are 


_ below farm rents, or that other forces, such as custom, are so important 
in the determination of cash rent that it bears no definite relation 
to farm rent; and if this be true it would bear no definite relation to 
land value. 

. The force of custom has been greatly emphasized in discussions of 
contractrent. Bycontract rent is meant the rent agreed upon between 
landlord and tenant under economic conditions as they are known, 
as distinguished from the freely competitive conditions assumed in 
economic theory. Cash rent is only one form of contract rent. 
Great Britain and Ireland are the classic examples of countries 
where custom has been of outstanding importance in determining 
contract rents, and in these countries practically all contract rents 
are cash rents. Since custom has been of so much importance in 
these countries, it has been more or less assumed that it has been 
of considerable importance in this country. If this assumption be 
true, then cash rents should be less on the average than farm rents 
when the latter are increasing, and there should not be any close 
correlation between cash rents and farm rents. 

It can not be assumed, however, that because custom has been 
effective in determining rents in the British Isles it must have some 
effect here. Conditions in the two countries differ considerably. 
The explanation is to be found in the different land tenure situation 
in the two countries. In the British Isles the value of land is based 
upon the annual income which the landlord can realize from it when 
it is leased toa tenant. The fact that custom is an important factor 
in determining this rent is of no consequence to the buyer or seller of 
land. They are simply buying and selling the right to receive an 
income regardless of the forces determining it. The rents once deter- 
mined, whether by competition or custom, the value of the land is 
reached directly by capitalizing these rents. The typical buyer of 
land, in other words, is not an operator but an investor, and in buy- 
ing land he buys the right to receive an income regardless of how 
it is determined. In the British Isles, land values are based directly 
on contract rents,’® and not on farm rents. 

In the greater part of the United States the conditions are different. 
Here the typical purchaser is a farm operator. He does not base his 
offer for farm land on what it would yield him if leased to a tenant, 
but on what he thinks he himself can make it earn and on its home 
value to him. Since competition for the ownership of farm land 
is very keen he will usually have to pay a price based upon a capital- 
ization of the full farm rent. If ie can not or will not pay this 
much he can not become an owner of farm land. The price thus 
determined in this typical purchaser’s market is a price that is set 
for all purchasers, whether or not they intend to become operators 
or landlords. 

If a prospective purchaser expects to become a landlord, he must 
_ pay a price for the land that is based upon the farm rents determined 
in this typical purchaser’s market and accept an income that 1s 
determined in the renter’s market. Even the farms which are 
leased to tenants do not have their value*determined by the rents 


16 The writer is, of course, aware of the important part which the prestige of land ownership plays in 
determining the value of land in Great Britain. 


75462°—24+4 


RELATION OF LAND INCOME TO LAND VALUE, 49 


7 nT 


50 BULLETIN 1224, U. S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE. 


these tenants pay. Their values are determined in the buyer’s 
market where the typical purchaser intends to become an operator. 
If the situation were one in which all land were operated by tenants 
and if the typical buyer bought to lease, and expected an annua 
return based on what an average tenant could or would pay, then 
land values would rest directly on contract rents, and if custom were 
effective in keeping these rents down it would also be effective in 
keeping land values down. 

Since, however, a large majority of prospective buyers bid for 
land on the basis of what they themselves can make it earn and not 
on the basis of what it will earn if leased to tenants, land values 
in the greater part of this country, outside of the Cotton Belt, are 
not based on contract rents. Land values are based upon the 
income which buyers who expect to operate the land hope to make 
it earn. Since the competition among buyers is very active they 
will usually have to pay a price that is based upon a capitalization 
of the full farm rent. What, then, is the relationship between farm 
rent and cash rent ? 

The demand for land comes from tenants and prospective buyers. 
The suppliers of land are in the main retiring farmers and landlords. 
These suppliers of land can dispose of their farms in one of two 
ways. They can lease them to tenants or they can sell them. If 
they can secure a larger return by leasing to tenants they wili do it, 
but if they can obtain a larger return by selling their farms they will 
sell. 

Thus, if cash rents tend to fall below farm rents, more retirmg 
farmers and landlords will offer their farms for sale in order to get 
the higher return. In other words, if the capitalized value of the 
cash rents is less than the selling price, these classes will sell and 
invest in farm mortgages or some other securities. This will increase 
the number of farms for sale and decrease the number for rent. 
The tendency is, therefore, for cash rents and farm rents to be main- 
tained in equilibrium. If custom were the force causing cash rents 
to fall below farm rents, it would appear, off-hand, that custom 
would have some influence on land values, for if farms are selling 
on the basis of their farm rents and more farms are offered for sale 
because cash rents are below farm rents, land values would be de- 
pressed below the capitalized value of the farm rents. This, how- 
ever, would be only a temporary situation if ever actually realized. 
The decrease in the number of farms for rent would start an active 
competition among tenants for those farms, thus forcing the contract 
rents back to the full farm rent and thus offering an inducement for 
ene farmers and landlords to lease their farms rather than to sell 
them. 

On the other hand, if the demand on the part of buyers falls off, 
with the result that the land values fall below the capitalized farm 
rents, fewer farms will be offered for sale and more for rent. That is, 
the capitalized value of the contract rents will be greater than the sale 
price, so that it pays the retirmg farmers and landlords to lease 
rather than to sell. Thus the selling price of land will be brought 
back to the capitalized farm rents. This is just the adjustment 
that has been taking place in the last 15 to 20 years. The available 
data on the number ne cee sold each year indicate a downward trend 
in the number sold from 1900 to 1920. With the rising land values 
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and an increasing spread between the annual earning power of land 
and its sale price, the effective demand for farms on the part of buyers 
has been declining, and the demand on the part of tenants increasing, 
so that retiring farmers have found it more profitable to lease their 
farms than to sell them. 

Competition is thus maintained as the effective force in both the 
renters’ and the buyers’ market, so that land must normally bring its 
full farm rent when leased, and sell on the basis of its capitalized 
farm rent. Average cash rents may, therefore, be used to measure 
the average income on all farms which are of the same grade as the 
rented farms. And the ratio of cash rent to land value reflects the 
ratio of income to value on all lands. 

Landlords are sometimes criticized for figuring that they must 
receive a certain rent from their tenants because their land is worth so 
much; for it is argued the value of the land is based upon the rent 
it will bring and not vice versa. Such a landlord is making his caleu- 
lations correctly from an individual point of view, for he argues, “If [ 
can not get a rent from a tenant that will pay me as high a per cent 
on the investment in the long run, taking account of the anticipated 
increases in rent, as I can get by selling and taking a mortgage on the 
place, then I will sell it.”” The landlord always has the alternative of 
selling or leasing his farm and he will choose the one that is to his 
best advantage. Competition is so effective among the buyers of 
land that a landlord can usually get a price for his farm based upon a 
capitalization of its full farm rent. If he decides to lease it, he will 
not take a cash rent that is lower than the farm rent, because he can 
get the full farm rent by selling the farm. 

It is, therefore, difficult to see that custom has any important 
influence in determining contract rents in this country. Custom 
does not influence land values, and so long as landlords have the 
alternative of selling or leasing it is not likely that they will accept 
a lower return from a tenant than they could get by selling and taking 
a mortgage from the purchaser. It is this possibility of selling or 
leasing their farms which is presented to the landlords as alternatives 
that makes competition, and not custom the effective force in the 
renter’s market. It is through the strategic position of these retirmg 
farmers and landlords that the supply of land is adjusted to the 
demand for it, on the part of both renters and buyers, and thus the 
equilibrium is maintained between contract rents and farm rents. 

In the plantation regions of the South, however, the value of the 
land is based directly on contract rent. The purchaser of a planta- 
tion expects to lease his land and bases the price which he is willing 
to pay for the plantation on the rents that the southern tenants can 
pay. But it is well known that custom is not an effective force in 
determining these rents. The tenants—for the most part negroes— 
pay the full farm rent, and these tenant rents are the basis of land 
values. 

These conclusions are supported by the statistical studies on i= 
16 to 20. Table 4 shows that average cash rents are highly correlated 
with productivity factors; and it was pointed out on page 17 that 
these correlations would doubtless have been considerably higher 
had adequate data on all the.factors which determine productivity 
been available. They would also have been higher had such data 
been available for the cash-rented farms. It will be remembered 
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that the county average rents were relatively inaccurate because of 
the method employed to adjust them to the county basis. (See 
p- 18). These correlation coefficients show, then, that average 
cash rents vary in response to variations in productivity as they 
probably would not do if custom were an effective force in their 
determination. 

This is strong evidence in support of the theoretical conclusions 
that competition and not custom 1s the effective force in determining 
rents, but it does not constitute a complete statistical proof of it. 
These high correlations between cash rent and productivity merely 
show that when productivity is relatively high cash rent is relatively 
high, and vice versa. But the same correlation coefficients would 
be obtained if all cash rents were lowered or increased an equal 
amount, so that the correlation coefficients alone do not prove that 
cash rents are equivalent to farm rents. If the process is kept in 
mind by which average cash rents are maintained at approximate 
equality relative to productivity, it will be seen that average cash 
rents must be approximately equal to farm rents. There are two 
sets of forces by which this relative equality in average cash rents 
is maintained: (1) If cash rents become low, relative to productivity 
in one area, tenants will tend to move into it from other regions 
and bid up the rents until they are again in relative equality to the 
rents in other areas. But information is not generally available to 
tenants regarding rents over wide stretches of country. Further- 
more, moving is expensive and troublesome, so that it is not probable 
that the movement of tenants from area to area is the most effective 
force that keeps rents equal throughout a given region relative to 
productivity. (2) Landlords will sell their farms rather than rent 
them if cash rents become lower than farm rents. In all the impor- 
tant agricultural regions of the country there are a very large number 
of landlords and retiring farmers who have the alternatives of selling 
their farms or becoming landlords. 

Since it is not a very difficult matter for existing landlords or 
retiring farmers to sell their farms if contract rents are too low to 
pay them to lease their farms, it is doubtless the action of this 
important class which has kept cash rents in approximate equality 
in relation to productivity. That is, their action has been the 
effective force in bringing about the high correlations as indicated 
by the correlation coefficients in Table 4 between cash rents and the 
productivity factors. If-this be true, if the correlation between cash 
rent and productivity is brought about by the action of landlords 
and retiring farmers, then cash rents closely approximate farm rents. 

A close relationship between cash rents and farm rents is also 
sat atage by Table 7, which shows the ratio of cash rent to land 
value in four areas for a period of 10 years. This table shows that 
cash rents have increased very rapidly during this period, so rapidly 
that any theory of custom-determined cash rents becomes untenable. 
Cash rents did not increase as fast as land values, but this can not 
be taken to mean that cash rents lagged behind farm rents. It was 
more probably due to the fact that the anticipated increases in farm 
rent, which were capitalized into the values of each succeeding year, 
became constantly greater. 
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The fact that cash rents reflect farm rents does not mean that all 
cash rents can be averaged indiscriminately to show average farm 
rents. It was previously stated that the average cash rents used 
in making maps were based on the rents paid by white tenants who 
were not related by kinship ties to the landlord, and who had been 
on the farm they were operating one year or less at the time the 
census was taken. The reasons for using the rents paid by this 
restricted group of tenants will now be considered. 


INFLUENCE OF KINSHIP BETWEEN LANDLORD AND TENANT ON CASH RENTS. 


There is no direct information in the census schedule regarding 
the existence of kinship between landlord and tenant, but the names 
of the landlord and tenant are given. If these names were the 
same, it was assumed that the landlord and the tenant were related, 
and if unlike, that they were unrelated. Obviously, such a method 
of determining kinship is subject to considerable error. On the one 
hand, there will be many cases of kinship which will not be included 
by this method. On the other hand, it will include some cases in 
the kinship group where kinship does not exist. The former, how- 
ever, are erabably much greater than the latter, for it is not often 
that a landlord and tenant will have the same name unless they are 
related. Exceptions to this may occur in Scandinavian communities, 
where such names as Johnson, Olson, and Peterson occur with great 
frequency.. On the other hand, this method of determining kinship 
will include only those cases where the landlord is the tenant’s father, 
mother, or brother. It will not include those in which the landlord 
is the father-in-law of the tenant. This is an important omission, 
for it is the opinion of Dr. C. J. Galpin, based on special studies, 
that there are about a third as many cases where the landlord is a 
father-in-law as where he is a father. All other kinship ties are of 
little or no importance in this connection. 
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Using this method of determining pany then, inadequate 
e 


though it is, the significant results shown in Table 17 were obtained: 


TABLE 17.—Percentage distribution according to amount of rent paid on kinship 
and nonkinship rented farms, and the relative rents paid on each class of farms. 


GROUP 7. 
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Table 17 shows that a greater percentage of the tenants who were 
related to the landlord are found in the lower rent groups than 
tenants who were not related. Furthermore, these lower rents 
were not paid by the kinship group of tenants because they were 
leasing a poorer grade of farms, for the rents on the me farms 
are lower, relative to the value of the land, than those on the non- 
kinship farms. Turning to Table 2 in the Appendix, it will be seen 
that in the great majority of the counties the kinship group of tenants 
pays smaller rents relative to the value of the land than the non- 


kinship group pays. 


It is obvious, therefore, that cases where the tenant was related 
to the landlord must be excluded in any attempt to get average cash 
rents which reflect average farm rents. 


INFLUENCE OF RACE ON CASH RENTS. 


The influence of race in the Cotton Belt and in California is of 
considerable importance in determining the amount of cash rent 
paid for land in those areas. Race is important because of the social, 
economic, and legal factors associated with it. In the South the 
negro constitutes a large part of the tenant class. Many of them are 
irresponsible, inefficient, and work under a high degree of supervision, 
and these conditions have a great influence on the rents paid by the 
colored tenants. In California, the Japanese are prohibited from 
owning land and so of necessity had to remain tenants.’ They have 
a standard of living much lower than that of the white tenants, and 
this shows itself in the higher rents they are willing to pay. 

The problem of determining the relation of land income to land 
value is more difficult in the South than in any other section of the 
United States. Land values in the South are based directly on con- 
tract rents. The typical purchaser in the Cotton Belt is not an 
operator in the same sense as is the northern farmer. The purchaser 
in the Cotton Belt buys a plantation with the expectation of leasing 
it to tenants. The price he is willing to pay for it is determined by 
the rents which these tenants can pay. Since contract rents deter- 
mine land values in the South, it would seem that the problem of 
determining the relation of land income to land value by the use of 
cash-rent data would be relatively simple in the Cotton Belt but this 
is not the case. 

It was stated previously that average cash rents in the South were 
based on the rents paid by the white tenants only. But why were 
the white tenantsselected? (1) Are the average rents paid by colored 
tenants different from those paid by white tenants and, if so, why? 
(2) Are the average rents of the white tenants a better reflection of 
the income which is capitalized into the value of the land than the 
average rents of the colored tenants? Table 18 sets forth the facts 
regarding the rents paid by both classes of tenants. 


17 Under present law Japanese can not even lease land. 
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TABLE 18.—Average cash rent paid by white and colored tenants in relation to value 


of land. 
White tenants. Colored tenants. 
Group. ‘ , 

Average | Average | Ratio Average | Average} Ratio 

army rent per | value rent to aera a rent per | value rent to 

“| acre. | peracre.| value. ‘| acre. | peracre.| value. 

Dollars. | Dollars. | Per cent. Dollars. | Dollars. | Per cent. 

3 a eae 137 4.08 90 4.5 18 4.02 79 bet 
35): 2 ee 725 2. 86 45 6.4 408 2.81 30 9.3 
2 eee ae ee 367 3.08 46 6.6 156 5.10 68 7.5 
5 Se Se een ea 309 5.23 85 6.1 235 6. 83 129 Das 
31s Sales 3 See ee 73 5.85 62 9.5 1,577 10.72 84 12:7 
30712 5a SO 3, 990 8.58 102 8.5 15, 362 12. 07 111 10.8 
Rn at Se oe 213 5.32 105 5.0 48 6.08 80 7.6 
352 oe Ae 409 8.39 184 4.6 24 7.82 153 5.1 
1). 3s ee eee 389 3.58 7 4.7 64 5. 89 54 10.9 
dla. see eee 679 3.07 37 8.3 8 5.08 56 9.1 
GO). Be See 1,375 1.73 28 6.3 18, 042 2.90 30 9.6 
Ae See ee eso 2.62 29 8.9 2, 149 2.58 27 9.4 
Were Sekt Shr aide 2 1,625 3.40 47 1.2 1, 897 4.28 44 9.7 
S22 Sea 585 3. 60 103 3.5 198 3.80 66 5.7 
EIS ce ae tinicic ices eteia 170 5.44 65 8.4 499 8.71 94 9.2 
iP eaae £3253, ie Se8 2.20 44 5.0 39 1.60 30 5.3 
jie eae 319 3.92 76 5.2 755 4.19 55 OTE 
Total or average..| 13, 149 4.81 70 6.9 | 42,294 6.68 65 10.3 


Table 18 shows that there is a striking difference in the rents paid 
by the white and colored tenants for lands of the same value. ‘This 
is brought out most clearly in the columns showing the ratio of rent 
to value. Does this mean that the white tenants are paying less 
than the land is worth or that the colored tenants are paying more 
than it is worth? Both are probably paying more than the land it- 
self is worth, for reasons to be explained, but this does not explain 
the difference in the average rents paid by each group. 

In the South the plantation owner is more than a landlord. He 
is the manager of his plantation and devotes a large part of his time 
and energy in supervising and directing the work of his tenants. 
These tenants on the plantations are mostly negroes, for very few 
white tenants are found there. The negro tenants, for the most 
part, do not work effectively, except under a high degree of supervi- 
sion. This supervision the landlord gives and is paid for it in the 
form of higher rents. 

In addition to being the active manager of the plantation, the 
landlord assumes the burden of risk in case of a crop failure or a 
disastrous drop in cotton prices. Losses due to either of these 
causes are usually borne by the cash tenant in most places, but not 
so in the plantation regions of the South. While the cash tenant in 
the South supplies his own working capital, he is unable to assume 
these risks. His ability to pay the rent depends entirely upon the 
success of the cotton crop. If this fails, he has almost no other 
crops to fall back upon and but little property, so that if he paid the 
rent he would be forced to sell his working capital to do it. If the 
landlord forced him to do this he would lose a tenant, and this he 
can not afford to do. The result is that the landlord frequently takes _ 
all or part of the loss. Since the risk involved is considerable be- 
cause of the great dependence on the cotton crop, the landlord must 
receive materially higher rents to compensate him for assuming it. 


The white tenant is not usually found on the plantation. He 
prefers to lease other lands in these plantation regions, which are 
usually owned by bankers or merchants in town. He works without 
supervision and, consequently, pays a rent that is relatively lower 
than that paid by the colored tenants. As a rule, he is in the same 
situation as the colored tenant in regard to his inability to assume 
risks. If the crop is poor or prices low, the white tenant, as well as 
the negro tenant, can not pay the rent and the landlord takes the loss. 
The white tenant, therefore, has to pay a rent high enough to com- 
pensate the landlord for this risk, but he does not have to pay for 
supervision as the colored tenant does. Herein lies the explanation 
of the discrepancies in the rents paid by the two groups of tenants. 

This conclusion is supported by data collected on the cost of super- 
vision in the plantation sections of the South by C. O. Brannen of 
the Bureau of Agricultural Economics. These data are based upon 
salaries paid to the supervising staff on a considerable number of 
plantations throughout the Cotton Belt. From these records the 
cost of supervision was estimated for groups 37, 42, 44, and 46. 
Table 19 shows the approximate cost of supervision in these dis- 
tricts, as estimated from these selected plantations. A comparison 
of the rents relative to the value of the land paid by white and colored 
tenants is given, before and after cost of supervision is deducted from 
the rents of the colored tenants. 


TABLE 19.—Estimated cost of supervision given to negro tenants and its influence on 
the rents paid by the negro tenants relative to those paid by white tenants. 


Ratio of rent to value. 
Cash rent per 
acre. 


Cost of Colored. 
Group. pera 

vision 

per acre. White. | Super- | Super- 


vising vising 
costs not costs 
deducted.| deducted. 


White. | Colored. 


Ee Pee AE es mach Loo weed $1.50 $8.58 $12. 07 10.8 9.5 
oe shite atic SORES Sle 1.00 1.73 2.9 9.6 6.3 
ig shat ee ee Se ae ee ee eee ee ee 1.00 3.40 4.28 Si 7.4 
wlnctcc: BO a Se eee 1.00 44 8.71 9.2 8.2 


From this table it is seen that after deducting the costs of super- 
vision the rents paid by the white and colored tenants are approxi- 
mately the same, except in district 37. The supervision costs are, 
however, only approximations and can not be considered as com- 
pletely accurate measurements of these costs. 

The average cash rents used in this study were based upon the rents 
paid by the white tenants, because these rents do not include costs 
of supervision, but they do include a payment for the risk which is 
borne by the landlord. The fact that the Japanese tenants in the 
Far West also pay considerably higher rents than the white tenants 
is brought out in Table 20. 
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TaBLE 20.—Cash rents paid by white and Japanese tenants in groups indicated. — 


White tenants. Japanese tenants. 


District. Number | Average | Average | Ratio | Number} Average | Average| Ratio 
0 


WINE eH Owe 


value rent to oO rent value rent to 
farms. | per acre. | peracre.| value. farms. | per acre. | peracre.| value. 
Dollars. | Dollars. | Per cent Dollars. | Dollars. | Per cent 
dOvtes so). See eee 4. 9 4. 75 15. 81 tk 
L/S a ee a 149 6.18 91 6.8 60 14.94 183 8. 
DOES 2k ao sec 8. oh RE 646 9.45 143 6.6 (fis 15.19 242 6. 
Al ie ees 435 3. 28 69 4.8 11 W212 186 3. 
USA di lat taal abea ena 541 7.67 202 3.8 284 20. 44 401 5. 
AB aU re ee ee ee oe 1, 545 2.40 303 27 7ippEe- 170 4. 
Ts at OR a ap 551 4.00 125 3.2 184 20. 44 552 3. 
FAs <> ie Sem MN eas Pe 610 7.30 155 4.7 450 24.98 324 Hi 
Pie each oes 6 520 182 2.9 1, 050 22.60 713 3. 
Dee ese ec merge Sale: 764 21.38 214 10.0 331 27.96 229 12 
Total or average - 6, 314 6.16 120 5.1 2, 543 22.51 404 5.6 


Table 20 shows that the Japanese pay higher rents, relative to 
the value of the land, than the white tenants, in all the groups 
except oe 21. In this group the number of Japanese tenants is 
so small that the averages can not be relied upon. What is the 
explanation of the higher rents paid by the Japanese tenants? They 
do not work under supervision as the negro tenants do in the Cotton 
Belt; neither do their rents cover payments for the risk assumed by 
the landlords. The explanation will, therefore, have to be sought 
in another direction. 

The explanation is to be found by a study of each class of tenants. 
The Japanese are willing to work longer hours every day in the week 
than the white tenants. The Japanese have large families, all the. 
members of which become farm hands at a very early age. The 
white tenants have smaller families and they give their children 
at least the legal minimum amount of education, so that they do not 
become effective farm help at as early an age as do the children of 
the Japanese tenants. The Japanese tenants are willing and accus- 
tomed to spend considerably less for food, clothing, home comforts, 
and amusements than the white tenants. The result is that the 
Japanese tenants can and will pay considerably more for the use of 
the land than the white tenants. Since the land owners prefer to 
rent to white tenants without this rent premium, the Japanese have 
to pay this premium in order to get the use of the land. 

The fact alone, that the Japanese have to pay higher rents than 
the white tenants in order to get the use of the land does not “— 
why the Japanese rents are higher relative to the value of the land. 
If the Japanese were found grouped in large communities which the 
buyers and sellers of land regarded as stable, and if the Japanese 
could not become owners of this land, as is the case, then the buyers 
and sellers of land in these communities would base their values on 
the income the farms would earn when leased to Japanese tenants. 
Then the ratios of rent to value in these communities would be the 
same as the ratios in communities of white tenants, although the 
rents would probably be higher. The fact that the Japanese were 
paying relatively higher rents than the white tenants would not 
alter the situation, for the values would be directly based upon those 
rents, regardless of the factors determining them. The percentage 


of Japanese tenants, however, is small and the permanent value of 
the land is based upon what white operators can make it earn. 
When it is leased to white tenants they must pay the same rent that 
buyers and sellers capitalize, that is, the farm rent. The Japanese 


‘pay something more than this for the reasons explained. Therefore 


the average cash rents in these areas were based upon the cash rents 


paid by the white tenants. : 


RELATION OF PERIOD OF OCCUPANCY TO AVERAGE CASH RENTS. 


In working out an average cash rent which reflects farm rent, the 
necessity has been discovered of eliminating the rents paid by the 
negro and Japanese tenants, and of excluding the cases where the 


white tenants were related by kinship ties to landlords. Of these 
white tenants, however, only the one-year occupancy group was 


used in determining average rents. 

Table 21 shows the average rent, average value, and ratio of 
rent to value by occupancy groups for white, negro, and Japanese 
tenants. The negro and Japanese tenants were included here in 


- order to bring out fully the influence of the period of occupancy on 


the amount of cash rent paid. Cases where there were kinship ties 
between the white tenants and their landlords have been excluded. 


TaBLE 21.—Average cash rent, average land value and ratio of rent to value by occu- 
pancy classes by regional groups. 


[Exclusive of farms where landlordis related to tenant.} 


Group 1. Group 7. 
| | . 
Period of occupancy. sli pe aay | Average ene Tee | Average | Average — 
offarms.| rent —— rent to | of farms. | rent | = | rent to 
per acre. | P value. | per acre. | P value 
SS ek Bete Sea, 9 aa ee See Pe 2) he ee 
Dollars. | Dollars. | Per cent. | Dollars. | Dollars. | Per cent. 
Pyearorless:.._. =. .:: 481 2. 03 41 5. 0 1, 584 7. 46 160 4.7 
2 to 4 years.. -...5.2.. 346 2.12 47 4.5 1, 836 6. 66 161 4.1 
5to 9 years........... 185 1.68 35 4.8 1, 000 6. 29 167 3.8 
10 years or Over....--. 165 2. 65 48 5. 5 714 5. 87 176 3.3 
Reporting occupancy; 1,177 2. 08 43 4.9 5, 134 6. 66 164 | 4.1 
Mo report........ =.=. 31 2.13 41 ao 85 6. 63 151 | 4.4 
a ee a 
Eotaloxararne. 0 1,208 | 2.08 43 4.9 5, 219 | 6. 66 | 164 | 4.1 
} I ! 
| Group 9 Group 10 | Group 11 
erie oe . ain: | . ll Piss . 
= Ze|s ee mee Pagic: [sels < 
=, |88| 2s | aa |e. | 88 | 8s | Za |. | 88] 8s | ge 
ae ) we |} Sol OF | 2 | we] So S58 Bo) we | oo 
Fs|22|2es/S2/]ss|82\ es |S" ] gs | 82) e5s]s5 
2") 33 | 88 gs | S| s2|88| es | 8" | se | $8] s- 
Tite eben setae | |e 14k) 4 1S 
Dol. | Dol. | P. ct. Dol. | Dol. | P.ct Dol. | Dol. | P.ct. 
mpemr Gr Teses0 2 oo: 673 | 6.81] 164] 41 7.42] 225| 3.3 |1,420/5.61] 144] 3.9 
ig > Se | 739 | 6.24] 168) 3.7 6.51 | 227 | 2.9 1,112} 4.80] 146 3.3 
DOES ce a 383 | 5.86] 171 | 3.4 6.04] 221] 2.7] 612) 4.88) 155 3.2 
10 years or Over............-. 193 } 5.40] 161 |] 3.3 6.07 | 231] 2.6] 395|}4 56] 171 2.7 
Reporting occupancy...... 1,988 | 6.14| 163| 3.8 6.66 | 216] 2.9 |3,539| 5.07| 150| 3.4 
SS SS eee eee 41/ 6.03] 156] 3.9 7.11], 224 | 3.2 88 | 4.54] 133 3.4 
Total or average........ 2,029 2 | 
| 
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TABLE 21.—Average cash rent, average land value and ratio of rent to value by oc 
pancy classes by regional groups—Continued. 
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Group 13. 
Period of occupancy. Average 

Number} cash = = ner 
offarms. rent bres 
per acre. P > 

| 

Dollars. | Dollars. | 
LBeATOLIESS . ..-: >< 1,119 2: 34 74 
mte 4years:...\..-<-2. 1, 082 2. 48 72 
5 te O:years:..- 2. . =. 522 2.42 77 
10 years or over.......| 341 2. 66 85 
Reporting occupancy| 3, 064 2.61 75 
Maneport 2-2. ss F. 73 3. 12 80 
Total or average. | 3, 137 | 2. 62 75 


Group 16 (whites). 


Period of occupancy. Average 

Number cash a vaseee 

offarms.| rent Le deer 
per acre. | Per acre. 

Dollars. | Dollars. 
EV CAP OFIGSS2 2. 2k 209 5. 38 115 
2 A VATS. 3. sien. oe 151 3. 75 81 
POLO VEATS: . = + 7 ce 73 3. 52 99 
10 years or over.....- 30 2. 43 67 
Reporting occupancy. 463 4.19 95 
MGWEPOLE. oso c. se 9 2. 39 35 
Total or average. . 472 4.16 94 
Group 25 (whites) 

Period of occupancy. | Average 

Number cash mea 

offarms.| rent aruere 

| per acre. | P&t act 

Dollars. | Dollars. 
HEVORT OFICSS.— oo Se oe 188 5. 12 143 
2to4 years..:......:. 166 3. 81 116 
5 to 9 years........... 101 3. 61 118 
10 years or over...... 81 | 3. 41 126 
Reporting occupancy. 536) 3.98 | 125 
Noreport- -=.. 2....-- 15 4.81 | 130 

Total or average. . 551 


Group 26 (white). 


Group 14. 
Ratio Average 
cash Number cash Averuce 
rent to | offarms. rent or sere rent to 
value per acre. P ‘| value 
Per cent. Dollars. | Dollars. | Per cent. 
3.9 1,027 4.13 | 128 3.2 
3.4 1, 103 3. 54 130 2.7 
3.1 496 3.37 | 122 2.8 
3.2 233 3. 10 | 171 2.6 
3.5 | 2,859 3. 68 | 127 2.9 
a9 face 2 -.-| See ee |--------0lene-- eons 
3.5 roy 3.68 | 127 2.9 
| | 
Group 16 (Japanese and Chinese). 
Ratio Average | Ratio 
cash | Number cash | “Verage| ‘cash 
rent to |offarms.| rent rent to 
value. | per acre. | DEP deren yale 
Per cent Dollars. | Dollars. | Per cent. 
4.7 34 i fA 206 8. 
4.6 29 15: 77 227 ii 
3.6 8 10. 65 207 is 
3.6 2 21. 58 217 9. 
4.4 73 16.13 215 i 
6.8 2 8. 71 177 4. 
4.4 | 75| 15.81 | 214 | 7. 
Group 25 (Japanese and Chinese). 
Ratio Average Ratio 
cash | Number} cash ae cash 
rent to | offarms. rent ar date rent to 
value per acre. Pp ‘| value 
Per cent. Dollars. | Dollars. | Per cent. 
3.6 52 20. 17 359 5.6 
3.3 63 21. 31 490 4.4 
Shi 40 22. 01 694 5 ep 
Copy i 13 14. 20 868 1.6 
ates 168 20. 12 555 3.6 
oo 16 24. 02 517 4.6 
3.2 184 | 20. 44 552 | 37 
Group 26 (Japanese and Chinese). 
Period of occupancy. Rear . : 
5 ge | Average | Ratio Average | Average | Ratio 
eo cashrent| value |cashrent ar cashrent| value |cashrent 
| per acre. | per acre. | to value. * | per acre. | per acre. | to value. 
Dollars. | Dollars. | Per cent. Dollars. | Dollars. | Per cent. 
duvenTlOY IOSS 2 = 3 276 8. 78 150 .9 137 25. 12 324 7.8 
BPO WEAIS (co ea 178 8. 43 192 4.4 201 23. 55 317 7.4 
Bio Jsyea4rs.i oct oo. 2: 87 6. 78 175 3.9 68 26. 33 326 8.1 
10 years or over..-..- 56 3. 60 91 4.0 36 29. 20 357 8.2 
Reporting occupancy. 597 7. 24 155 4,7 442 24. 91 324 7.7 
Morepert. 0 722.2 -. 13 10. 13 169 6.0 8 27. 78 332 8.4 
Total or average... 610 | 7. 30 155 4.7 450 24. 98 324 feud! 
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TasLe 21.—Average cash rent, average land value and ratio of rent to value by occu- 
pancy classes by regional groups—Continued. 


Group 37 (whites). Group 37 (negroes). 
Period of occupancy. a Average | Average} Ratio Average | Average | Ratio 
a aati cashrent| value |cashrent eee ecashrent| value /|cashrent 
Pp per acre. | per acre. | to value. “| per acre. | per acre. to value. 
Dollars. | Dotlars. | Per cent. Dollars. | Dollars. | Per cent. 
year or less: ........ 1,811 9. 79 98 10.0 4,447 13. 64 122 11.2 
mo 4 Years-—.... 2... - 1, 208 7. 88 107 7.3 5,481 12. 57 113 11.1 
BLO-9 Years... .25..- 424 6.75 87 7.8 2,542 11.15 113 9.9 
10 years or over.....-. 267 7. 08 95 7.5 1,947 8. 89 82 10.8 
Reporting oceupancy.| 3,710 8. 39 99 8.4] 14,417 12. 07 111 10.9 
INOMOPOrb..2..-22.-.-: 280 10. 57 124 8.5 945 11.99 120 10.0 
Totaloraverage..| 3,990 8. 58 | 102 8.5:| > 15,362 | 12. 07 111 10.8 
Group 42 (whites). Group 42 (negroes). 
Period of occupancy. Average | Average | Ratio 7 Average | Average | Ratio 
abe cashrent| value | cashrent pe cashrent| value |cashrent 
"| per acre. | per acre. | to value. ~ | per acre. | per acre. | to value. 
Dollars. | Dollars. | Per cent. Dollars. | Dollars. | Per cent. 
year OF less... 2... 490 2. 00 30 | 6.7 3,694 2. 91 35 8.4 
2to 4 years........... 448 1.63 98 | 5.81 5,933 2.95 31 9.4 
BLO oO years=- =.) 3.22. 177 1.65 30 | 5.4 3, 433 2. 80 30 9.4 
10 years or over ...... 181 | 1. 48 | 20 | 7.2 4, 669 2.91 27 10.8 
Reporting occupancy. 1,296 | 1.72 28 6.2 17,729 2. 90 30 9.6 
Moreport 2... 212.2... | 79 | 2.15 27 7.9 313 2.73 34 8.0 
Totaloraverage..| 1,375 8} | 28 | 6.3 | 18,042 | 2.90 | 30 | 9.6 
f Group 44 (whites). Group 44 (negroes). 
_ Period of occupancy. Average | Average | Ratio t Average | Average | Ratio 
LY ata pumaber leashrent| value |cashrent ee tera) cashrent| value |cashrent 
k * | per acre. | per acre. | to value. * | per acre. | per acre. | to value. 
Ks Dollars. | Dollars. | Per cent. Dollars. | Doilars. | Per cent. 
a 1 year orless........:. 672 3.59 44 8.2 539 4,35 .8 
m 2004 years........... 460 3.38 51 6.6 621 4. 26 45 9.4 
me Sto 9 years........... 206 3.20 49 6.5 342 4,47 42 10.7 
© 10 years or over...... | 139 | 2. 80 49 5.7 325 3. 98 at 9.0 
9 Reporting occupancy. 1,477 | 3.38 47 hod 1, 827 4, 27 44 9.7 
SOLODOIL—..-.-- nce 148 3.61 42 8.5 70 4, 44 41 10.7 
Totaloraverage..| 1,625 3. 40 47 7.2| 1,897 | 4.28 | 44 | 9.7 
| TOTAL. 
| White. Negro. PF apanese and Chinese. 
| | anes 6 en A ee ee 
eer Aver- Ratio ye <a] Aver-|Ratio “A oD Laces Ratio 
Period of occupancy.| Num- aa age | cash | Num- pias age | cash | Num- ory age | cash 
ber of rert value! rent | ber of rent value} rent | ber of Font value} rent 
farms, per per to | farms. er | Per to | farms. - per to 
gore, | acre. |value. Se acre. |value. fa o, | acre. |value. 
Dol- | Dol- | Per Dol- | Dol- | Per Dol- | Dol-| Per 
lars. | lars. | cent. lars. | lars. | cent lars. | lars.| cent. 
miyear OF LOSS..2. 2. 5. 29,660 | 5.88 | 147] 4.0] 10,326 | 8.21 7 el a ae 943 | 23.93 | 365 6.6 
2to 4 years........... 26,886 | 5.15 | 157] 3.3] 14,250 | 7.15 68 | 10.4 | 1,034 | 21.50 | 409 5.3 
BLO O Years. 2 .5.5..< 12, 005-| 4.75 | 152| 3.1] 7,629 | 5.97 62] 9.6 384 | 21.34] 483 4.4 
10 years or over......| 7,916} 4.39] 151 | 2.9] 8, 241 | 4.71 45 | 10. 4 117 | 23.60] 538 4.4 
Reporting occupancy.| 76, 467 | 5.23 | 152| 3.4] 40, 446 | 6.61 64 | 10.3 | 2,478 | 22.58 | 408 5.5 
| INSFFODOrE. fecal st 2,070} 5.90] 137] 4.3] 1,852} 8.24 83] 9.9 5 | 20.37 | 294 6.9 
' - Total or average. .| 78,537 | 5.25 | 152 | 3.5 | 42,298 | 6.68 65 | 10.3 | 2,543 | 22.51 | 404 5.6 


1 This is not a total of the preceding groups only, but is a total based on all the farms in the study 
exclusive of those where the landlord is related to the tenant. 
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From Table 21 it is clear that as the period of occupancy increases 
the rents decrease relatively to the value of the land. This general 
downward tendency of rents in the higher occupancy classes is brought 
out in practically all the county groups where the number of rented 
farms is large enough to establish reliable averages. The only out- 
standing exception is found in the case of the negro tenants in Group 
42 (the Black Prairie of Alabama).'* The greatest decrease in relative 
rents occurs between the first two occupancy classes. The decreases 
between all the other classes are generally considerably less. For 
all the groups combined (white tenants only) the decrease in the 
ratio of rent to value between the first two classes was 0.7 per cent; 
between the next two classes 0.2 per cent; and between the last two 
classes 0.2 per cent. The decrease was three times greater in the 
case of the first two occupancy classes than between any other two. 
This means that the new tenant pays considerably higher rent than 
the tenants who have occupied the same farm for a longer period 
than one year; but, after the tenant has been on the same farm for 
over two years, a longer period of occupancy does not result in low- 
ering the rent as much as it was lowered after the first year. The © 
relatively great decline in the rent after the first year of occupancy 
is further emphasized by the fact that the class interval is consid- 
erably greater for the higher occupancy groups. 

Several explanations of the lower rent paid by the longer occu- 
pancy groups suggest themselves: It may be due to (1) existence of 
ong contracts between landlords and old tenants; (2) personal inter- 
est and attachment on the part of a landlord for an old tenant; (3) 
the fact that a landlord runs a certain risk in leasing to a new tenant; 
and (4) arrangements made with old tenants whereby the tenants 
keep the farm in good condition and repair for a certain reduction in 
the rent. 

It is clear that the existence of long contracts between landlords 
and tenants would cause cash rents to lag behind farm rents in a 
period of rising or falling prices. If such contracts existed on any 
extensive scale this would explain why the relative rents of the 
shorter-occupancy classes are higher than those of the longer-occu- 
pancy classes. But this is not the case. A few long contracts doubt- 
less do exist but, in general, new contracts are made each year. 

It may seem that the lower rents paid by the old tenants are to be 
explained by the unwillingness of a landlord to raise the rent of an 
old tenant for personal or sentimental reasons. This happens in 
some instances, but as a general explanation of the lower rents paid 
by the old tenants, it is untenable. Table 21 shows that among the 
Japanese and negro tenants those in the longer-occupancy classes 
pay lower rents than those in the shorter-occupancy classes. Cer- 
tainly this can not be explained by personal interest in the tenant 
on the part of the landlord. The shorter-occupancy classes among 
the white tenants pay higher rent for the same reasons that they do 


18 This is just the reverse of conditions that prevail in all the other areas where the number of cases is 
large enough to establish reliable averages. 'The planters in this region explain this in the following way; 
Johnson grass is particularly bad in this region. For the most part it attacks the better lands. It grows 
rapidly and sends its roots deep into the ground, making the land difficult to cultivate and lowering the 

ields. It impairs the earning power of the land for two or three years, but does not greatly affect its value. 

he ratio of rent to value on this land is low until this grass is brought under control. The landlords give 
lees lands to the new tenants and this accounts for the lower relative rents paid by the new negro tenants 
in this area. 


’ 


among the colored tenants, and the explanation is not to be found 
in the personal interest of the landlord in the welfare of an old tenant. 

The higher rents paid by the shorter-occupancy groups are in the 
_ main apparent rather than real. Landlords make arrangements with 
old tenants whereby these tenants keep the buildi and fences in 
_ Tepair and sometimes pay the taxes, and for this they are given a 
_ reduction in rent. But the differences in the rents of the various 
_ occupancy classes are not all apparent. In leasing a farm to a new 
_ tenant the landlord incurs a certain amount of risk. A new tenant 
may be a poor one. He may use a farm in such a way that it will 
depreciate rapidly under his operation, so that when he leaves it the 
owner will have to lease it at a lower rent than before or restore it to 
its former state of productiveness at considerable cost. The land- 
_ lord therefore charges the new tenant a higher rent to cover the ele- 
ment of risk. If this new tenant proves to be a satisfactory one, the 
landlord does not raise the rent the following year, and, if he con- 
_ tinues to prove himself a dependable tenant, the landlord will continue 
to shift more and more of the responsibility of taking care of the farm 
to him, and for this the landlord charges him a lower rent. 

If it were known how much of the landlord’s expenses are allowed 
_ for in the lower rents paid by the old tenants, it would be better to 
_ use the average rents paid by them as a measure of farmrents. But 
there is no way of determining this. Varying proportions of the bur- 
dens of taking care of a farm are shifted to the tenant, depending 
upon the length of his tenure, his character, and ability. It seems 
better to base the average cash rents on the rents paid by the one- 
_ year tenants, even though a small proportion of these rents are pay- 
_ ments for the risk a landlord assumes in leasing to a new and untried 
_ tenant. Furthermore, by using the rents paid by this group, all 
_ the cases where long contracts exist, made several years previous to 
_ the time the census was taken, are excluded. The average rents 
_ paid by the one-year tenants are the most free from other influences. 
_ What they are and what they are not is better known, so that it is 
_ advisable to use them, making a full deduction for the landlord’s 
_ expenses, than to use the rents paid by the old tenants on the ground 
_ that a part—without knowing what part—of the landlord’s expenses 
_ have been allowed for. The cash rents paid by the one-year white 
_ tenants are, then, the proper data to use for a measure of farm land 
income or farm rent. 


EFFECT OF INADEQUATE IMPROVEMENT ON CASH RENTS. 


Even these data may not always accurately represent average 
farm rents. Farm rent, it will be remembered, is the annual income 
of a farm when it is properly improved; that is, when it is improved 
according to the average standards of the community in which it is 
located, with a type of improvement that will enable its operator 
to carry on the type of farming for which the farms in that com- 
_ tunity are best adapted. For instance, a farm in a dairy community 
which is not equipped with buildings adequate for dairy purposes 
would be underimproved. 

Land will normally sell for its capitalized farm rent plus the capi- 
talization of the anticipated increases in farm rent. The cash rent 
on a farm will normally equal the farm rent if the farm is improved 
_ according to the average standards of the community. But if a 
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farm is underimproved according to these standards, the cash rent 
will be less than the farm rent. In other words, a farm will sell on 
the basis of its earning power when brought to a proper state of 
improvement less the costs of bringing it to that state, but its cash 
rent will be determined by its given state of improvement. From 
a correlation study of the factors that determine the market price 
of land, G. C. Haas found that for every dollar added to the cost of 
buildings land values were increased $1.07 up to a certain point; thatis, 
as long as the farms were relatively underimproved. (See Technical — 
Bulletin No. 9, Minnesota Agricultural Experiment Station.) This 
shows that adding more buildings to land increases the value of the 
real estate by the cost of the buildings only. In other words, farms 
are valued on the basis of what they will earn when properly im- 
proved, less the costs of making those improvements. Therefore, if 
the one-year tenant farms on which average cash rents are based are 
underimproved, the ratio of cash rent to land value as reflected by 
the average rents on these farms will be too low. From Table 22, 
however, it appears that the one-year tenant farms are on the average 
about as well improved as all farms, so that average cash rents do 
not fail to measure farm rents because of being greatly underimproved. 


TABLE 22.—Ratio of building value to total farm value on one-year tenant farms 
and on all farms, by groups. 


Ratio of building 
value to. total 
real estate value. 


Ratio of building 
value to. total 
real estate value. 


Group. Group. 
One-year One-year 
tenant | All farms. tenant |All farms. 
farms. farms. 
Per cent. | Per cent. Per cent. | Per cent. 
oer ers S06 PEs rie i beet 43 50 MSE ALE e ee Sa ees 14 17 
Te etd te Res © See ee en 15 lh Gc ew Se a Rt Ras ee 12 12 
Geren eS FIG thw Via is 20 D2 \w2br onto ee. a or 9 13 
Li}. 25 F238 eee eee ee ee 10 12) 420 aoet ee pe. 2. oes cee eee 9 9 
NAR i se, ce Se, 11 1 dees Sere Soe ee ee ee 14 14 
113 3.6529 4a ed ea 30s Ree a, 12 NA 4 DOW ete se Pit ys See ¢ ees & 27 23 


BEARING OF THIS STUDY ON OTHER PROBLEMS. 


TENANCY. 


There is a causal relationship between land values and tenancy, 
but it is not simple or direct. It has sometimes been asserted that 
high land values cause a high percentage of tenancy and low land 
ee a low percentage of tenancy. It is true that the correlation 
between them is positive and fairly high, but this correlation does 
not establish the existence of a direct causal relation between the 
two. High or low land values, as such, explain a high or low per- 
centage of tenancy only to a limited extent. As between very high 
land values and very low ones, there will be a larger percentage of 
tenancy found on the high value lands for reasons explained later. 
But in the main, in so far as there is a relationship between land value 
and tenancy, it is to be found in the composition of the land values 
rather than in their absolute amounts. 
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The percentage of tenancy is relatively high in those areas where 
land incomes have been increasing most rapidly, and relatively low in 
areas where incomes have been increasing less rapidly. The percentage 
of tenancy is considerably greater in Iowa and central Llinois, for 


example, than in Ohio, and from the chart on page 32, it is seen that - 


land incomes increased much more rapidly in the last 20 years in the 
former areas than in the latter. 

Rapidly increasing land incomes produce a high percentage of 
tenancy through their effect on land values. At any given time the 
average increase in income of the preceding years is projected into 
the future and capitalized into the value of the land. In areas, there- 
fore, where incomes have been rapidly increasing, a larger percentage 
of the value is based upon anticipated increases in income than in 
areas where incomes have been rising less rapidly. Thus in group 10 
(western part of Corn Belt), 56 per cent of the value of the ed in 1920 
was ar upon expected increases in income, but in group 7 (eastern 
part of Corn Belt) only 42 per cent of the value of the land is thus 
accounted for, and it seems probable from a comparison of the rent 
increases that this difference in the composition of the land values in 
these two areas has obtained for the past 10 to 15 years. 

In such areas as that included in group 10, where a large percent- 
age of the land value was based upon expected increases in income, 
the returns on investment in farm lands were considerably below the 
mortgage rate of interest for a number of years after the purchases 
were made. For those purchasers who had to borrow heavily to pay 
for a farm, the interest payments in these early years were difficult 
to meet. This discouraged many tenants from undertaking to 
become owners, and some of those who did undertake it were prob- 
ably forced to give up their farms through inability to meet interest 
payments in these early years after the purchases were made. 

In the western Corn Belt (group 10), the ratio of net rent to value 
was 2.4 per cent in 1920. In 1910, the ratio was probably only a 
little a. than this.. (See Table 7.) ‘Tenants in this area, then, 
who in 1910 faced the problem of deciding whether to remain tenants 
or to purchase land, realized that they had to count on low returns 
on their investment for a considerable number of years after their 
purchases were made. Since a large proportion of such tenants had 
to count upon borrowing heavily at a rate of interest, which was 2 
or 2.5 per cent higher than the rate of return on their land investments 
in these early years, a large number of them were discouraged from 
attempting to make the step to ownership. 

Prospective purchasers in Ohio and Indiana, on the other hand, 
were in a more favorable situation. In these areas the discrepancy 
between the rate of return on investments in farm lands in the early 
years alter purchases were made and the mortgage rate of interest 
was not so great. The result was that a larger number of tenants in 
these areas were able to take the step to ownership than in the 
western part of the Corn Belt. 

In general, then, in so far as land values bear a causal relationship 
to tenancy, it is to be found in the composition of the land value 
rather than in their absolute amounts. In other words, it depends 
upon the percentage of the value that is based upon expected increases 
inincome. If this percentage is great, the percentage of tenancy will 
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be relatively great, and vice versa. But the correlation here will not 
be perfect, because there are other factors than land values deter- 
mining the amount of tenancy. i 

Tenancy has not been promoted in this country by a rate of return 
- on farm land investments that was permanently lower than the rate of 
return on borrowed capital, but because the rate of return was low at 
the time the purchase was made and was expected to continue so for 
a number of years. In other words, prospective purchasers of farm 
lands have not been deterred because farm lands were expected to 
yield a rate of return in the long run that was considerably below the 
rate of interest on borrowed capital, but because this rate of return 
was lower than the mortgage rate of interest in the early years after 
the purchase. Those tenants who were able to buy outright and who 
purchased farms previous to 1916 or 1917 made good investments. 
(See pp. 46 and 47.) Many of those who would have had to borrow 
in order to purchase would have been wise to do so had they been 
able to borrow capital at rates of interest adjusted to the rate of 
return on investments in farm lands. If tenants had been able to 
borrow money at rates of interest which were low in the year in which 
their purchases were made and which were gradually increased as the 
rate of return on these investments increased, they would have been 
wise to have purchased farms rather than to have remained tenants. 
It is, then, not correct to say that tenants during the period from 1900 
to about 1916 were wise to remain tenants, because they were getting 
the use of farm lands at lower rates as tenants than they could get as 
farm owners. ‘They were wise to remain tenants, for the most part, 
because of their inability to meet interest payments on borrowed 
capital in the early years after purchase.” 

The proposition, however, that high or low land values as such do 
not cause high or low percentages of tenancy must be qualified. If 
values are very low there is not likely to be a very great amount of 
tenancy, even though the greater percentage of these low values is 
based upon expected increases in incomes. [If values are low enough, 
tenants can save enough from their earnings in a relatively short 
time to pay for a farm, but if values are high they can not. In other 
words, as between high-value lands and very low-value lands, the 
high-value lands will have the larger percentage of tenancy, pro- 
vided the high and low values have the same composition. But in 
all areas where land values are high, relative to earnings of tenants 
and other prospective purchasers, variations in tenancy can not be 
explained by variations in land values as such. This is a matter of 
the composition of land values and not of their absolute amounts 

The great increase in tenancy in this country in the last two decades 
has been a matter of considerable concern to students and statesmen 
alike. As a result, various methods of promoting farm ownership 
have been proposed. One of the methods most of tet urged is that 
of granting liberal credit to prospective purchasers at relatively 
low rates of interest. To what extent would such a credit policy 
bring about the desired result ? 

When proposals have been made to increase the percentage of 
owner-operated farms by granting liberal credits at low rates of in- 


19 In this connection the reader is referred to pp. 48 to 53, where the attempt was made to show that the 
rents paid by tenants must normally equal the rents capitalized by purchasers. 
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terest to prospective buyers, economists have been quick to point 
out that such a policy would most likely defeat its aim by lowering 
the rate of capitalization and increasing land values. Is there any 
kind of credit policy which will be effective in facilitating land owner- 
ship on the part of deserving tenants ? 

As a general proposition it can be stated that in framing any credit 
policy which will be effective in attaining this end, the relation of 
land income to land value must be taken into account. It must be 
considered whether land incomes are rising rapidly or slowly and 
whether they are likely to continue upward for any considerable time 
at the same rate of increase that has obtained in the past. If land 
incomes are rising slowly one type of credit policy will be effective, 
but if they are rising rapidly another type of policy will be required 
if the desired result is to be brought about. 

What type of credit policy would be effective in increasing owner- 
ship when land incomes are about constant or are rising very slowly ? 
Under conditions of slowly rising land incomes the percentage of 
tenancy would not be as great as under rapidly rising land incomes, 
and if land incomes move upward in this manner for the next decade 
the percentage of tenancy may fairly be expected to decline. But 
the decline may be hastened by the right type of credit policy. 

It is the belief of the writer that it is possible to lower the rate of 
interest on mortgage loans to buyers of land who buy for the purpose 
of becoming farm operators without increasing land values and thus 
nullifying the benefit of the lower rate. It must be remembered that 
the mortgage rate of interest is approximately the rate of capitaliza- 
tion and that it is so because of the action of retiring farmers and 
landlords. If the rate of interest were lowered to a selected class of 
buyers of land, there would be a tendency for them to bid up the 
price of land. 

If land were on a 5 per cent basis, for instance, and these buyers 
could borrow from the Federal farm loan banks at 4.5 per cent, they 
would tend to bid up the price of land. But if the alternative invest- 
ment opportunities of the retiring farmers and landlords continued 
to be one that vielded 5 per cent, they would sell if buyers were will- 
ing to offer such a price for land that 1t was no longer on a 5 per cent 
basis. This would increase the number of farms for sale, relative 
to demand for farms, and tend to hold their price down to a 5 per 
cent basis. Ii, however, the rate to this selected class of buyers 
were held effectively at 0.5 per cent below the general market rate, 
many of the purchasers who would otherwise borrow from the sellers 
would borrow from the Federal land banks, thus cutting off part 
of the investment alternatives of the retiring farmers and landlords. 
But it would still leave a large field for them to lend to other farmers 
who borrow money for shorter periods and for other purposes than 
that of land purchase. But if the Federal land banks made it a 
part of their policy to market a considerable part of their bonds in 
inese farm communities, none of the alternative investments would 
be taken away from that class of sellers of land who are of such 
strategic importance in controlling the price of land. 

In carrying out such a credit policy a set of regulations would have 
to be adopted to prevent investors in land, as distinguished from op- 
erators, from taking advantage of it. Unless this were done, retired 
and retiring farmers, as well as city investors, would borrow 4.5 per 
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cent money to buy 5 per cent land and thus drive up the price of land 
until it was on a 4.5 per cent basis. For example, one such rule might 
be that a buyer who borrows must operate the farm he purchases 
with such a loan for a period of from 5 to 10 years. 

If land incomes rise as rapidly during the next decade or two as 
they have risen in a large part of this country since 1900, such a 
policy as outlined would not prove to be so effective unless accom- 
panied by other measures. Lowering the rate of interest by 0.5 per 
cent would still leave the interest payments high in the early years 
after the purchase relative to the percentage of return on the land 
investment. If, however, the rate of interest on borrowed money 
could be adjusted to the rate of return on land investments so that 
the interest payments would be relatively low in the early years 
after purchase and gradually increased as the percentage of return 
on land investment increased, then competent tenants would be en- 
abled to become owners, even when land incomes are rising rapidly. 

A policy of adjusting the rate of interest on borrowed capital to 
the rate of return on land investments would involve a number of 
difficulties both economic and administrative. Such a policy is sug- 
gested here mainly to point out the importance of keeping in mind 
the relation which land income bears to land value in determining 
the effectiveness of any credit policy designed to decrease the per- 
centage of tenancy and the importance of framing such a credit 
policy in aceordance with this relationship. 


LAND VALUATION FOR PURPOSES OF MORTGAGE CREDIT. 


The relations between income, expected income, rate of capitali- 
zation, and land value also need to be considered in appraising land 
for mortgage loans. Simece in this country a large percentage of the 
farms are operated either by their owners or by tenants on a share 
basis it is easier to determine the most probable sale price of a farm 
than to determine its annual rental. In England, where practically 
all farms are operated by tenants under cash-rent contracts, lands 
are appraised for credit, taxation, etc., by capitalizing these annual 
cash rents. In this country, however, the number of cash-rented 
farms is small, so that the determination of the most probable sale 
price of a farm has constituted the best method of appraising it for 
purposes of mortgage loans or taxation. 

According to this method, the most probable sale price of a par- 
ticular farm is determined by comparing it with other farms in the 
community which have been recently sold. Thus, the general level 
of land values in a community is taken as a basis and starting point 
for determining the value of a particular farm. ‘Therefore, in order 
to determine the amount that can be safely lent it becomes im- 
portant to know what the component parts of this value level are. 
What part of the value is based upon anticipated increases in in- 
come and what part on present income. In general, a larger loan 
can be made with safety in areas having a smaller percentage of the 
value based upon anticipated increases in income than in areas havy- 
ing a larger percentage of the value thus accounted for. 

In making loans on farm real estate, bankers, insurance companies, 
and other lenders want to know two things: (1) How large a loan 
can be made with safety on a given farm; and (2) will the interest 
payments be regularly and promptly met? 
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The size of loan that can be made with safety depends upon the 
relation of the earning power of the land to its value in the long run. 
What the lender really wishes to know is what the long-time rate of 
return on the appraised value will actually be. This involves a de- 
termination of what the future incomes will be, and this at the pres- 
ent time can not be done with any degree of accuracy. But it can 
be shown what the future incomes are anticipated to be, and this 
knowledge is highly important for any institution making mortgage 


loans. If the anticipated increases in income are large relative to 


the land income at the time the loan is made, a credit institution 
should know this, for then it is in a better position to exercise its 
own judgment, on the basis of all available evidence, as to how 
much of this anticipated increase in income and the present land 


~ value which is based upon it is justified. They can then determine 


their loan policy for such an area. If, for instance, such institutions 
find that loans equal to 50 per cent of the value of the land are safe 
and conservative in an area having half of its land value based upon 
anticipated increases in income, loans equal to a larger proportion of 
the land value can be safely made in areas having only one-third or 
one-fourth of its land value based upon expected increases in income. 

Furthermore, areas having high percentages of the value based 
upon expected increases in income will have relatively low rates of 
return on the appraised value for a number of years after the loan is 
made. For this reason borrowers on the average will find 1t more 
difficult to meet interest payments in the early years after the loan 
is made than borrowers in areas having lower percentages of the value 
based upon expected increases in income, if the average loan bears 
the same ratio to the land value in both areas. This fact is a further 
and important consideration in formulating a loan policy for differ- 
ent parts of the country. 


APPENDIX. 


APPENDIX I. 


TaBLE 1.—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value on rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occwpancy, by counties. 


White. Negro. 
Aver- | Aver- | Ratio Aver- | Aver- | Ratio 
Num- age age of cash | Num- age age | of cash 
ber of | cash | value | rent to} berof | cash | value | rent to 
farms. |rent per) per land | farms. |rent per| per land 
acre. | acre. | value. acre. | acre. | value. 
ALABAMA. 
Baldwin 
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All-other years:. = .3: ccs 20 1a 18 6.2 4 . 48 14 3.4 


—————— SS OOS Oe eee eee a eS eee 
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RELATION OF LAND INCOME TO LAND VALUE. 


Tapie 1.—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value on_rented farms 


classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


ALABAMA—Continued. 


Kinshi 
Kinship not reported ...-.-.....- 
No kinship, total 
Orie year on farm =. )---....-< 
MILGUICE YOOTS .. = 2. ----=- 2% 


Limestone: 


Kinship not reported ........-.--- 
No kinship, total 
One year on farm...-.-....-- 
AMothet years...%).\..-. <5. 


Kinship not reported...-.......- 
No kinship, total... ..-.-.-.-.-.. 
One year onifarm:..--...----: 
AT plies YOAS: . => 5. 2-1 


Madison: 


a: 33 oe PE ee ee 
2 ae ee ee ee 
Kinship not reported ..........-- 
No kinship, toial:---: ~~... : 2. --- 
One year oniarm:...---.....- 
MVetuer Feats... >-.-------- 


LT Len ie ere 
Kinship not reported...........-- 
Nokinship, total 
One year on farm........-.-- 
MAMother years: =. +.-::.--22-: 


Kinship not reported............. 
No kinship; total.............-... 
One year on farm............ 
RAL DSNERIYORTS... eo nincnes-\ 2 


Kinship not reported............- 
HOnship, total................. 
One year on farm............ 
All other years. .............. 


White. 
| 
Aver- | Aver- 
Num-| age age 
ber of | cash } value 
farms. jrent per) per 
acre. | acre. 
121 | $2.00 $30 
21 1.49 22 
1 2. 27 20 
99 2. 06 32 
40 1.90 32 
59 2. 21 33 
235 4,40 50 
33 4, 29 Lyf 
23 4, 37 44 
179 4.42 49 
91 4,51 49 
88 4. 33 50 
184 1.44 19 
25 1.92 31 
2 0. 57 21 
157 1, 42 19 
60 1,95 23 
97 1. 20 17 
178 2.18 29 
14 1.96 30 
18 2..23 32 
146| 2.21 29 | 
34 2. 42 28 
112 2.16 29 | 
207 4,13 56 
22 3.45 61 
35 4.05 53 
150 4. 20 56 
55 4, 32 59 
95 4.13 55 
254 1. 81 23 
40 2.12 20 
10 2.41 32 
204 1.73 22 
69 1.62 26 
135 1.77 21 
56 2.07 15 
5 1.42 12 
0 
51 2.13 16 
39 2. 52 17 
12 1315 11 
408 2. 52 30 
74 2.45 32 
12 1. 58 22 
322 2. 59 29 
106 3. 20 32 
216 2.37 29 
262 1. 96 38 
25 1. 51 34 
27 1. 89 36 
210 2. 02 38 
74 2.39 40 
136 1.88 38 


Negro. 
| 

Ratio Aver- | Aver-| Ratio 
ofcash | Num- age age | ofcash 
rent to| berof| cash | value | rent to 

land | farms. jrent per} per land 
value acre, acre. | value. 
6.6 109 | $2.47 $27 9.1 
O89 Lente dlnooese =|, .@. eee 
WY eet ec See teweclot es aie eee 
6.45 | oc joc eccleze easel steele eee 
6.0 29 2.76 29 9.6 
(a7 80 Descrd, 26 9.0 
8.9 349 6.18 54 11.4 
7 a (eae a cia Ms |S 
10.0 |... 2.2 <| Seeeeiik quer ae 
QOn eo. oop [eos Seto ose ete 
9.3 120 6.10 58 10.5 
8.7 229 6.21 52 12.0 
7.6 | 2,779 | 2.96 21 14.2 
Galo css cles ecw | oc. cesaibeeee eee 
Dt 1 aa inane) f Sarasa am We SPR PH PR SS 
TE ON See Sene | oe rd sehede Seebal acs es ee 
8.5 606 3. 05 23 13.4 
Deak: 2 Ade 2.94 20 14.7 
7.4 546 2.61 26 9.9 
Gr both =e ees Se Se eee 
G29 hs 3. cee tienes eee tose. eee 
Boi 2e0 52 eee ee see oes | eae 
8.7 84 2. 24 22 10.2 
7.4 462 2.67 PA 9.8 
7.4 459 4.53 60 vei 
Ode as pe cocleecws ceel sats ele 
Wek |S ae ces Pade soselee ee. ee eee 
eb. eee sc. oS Boss Sn oe eee eee 
7.4 81 4.66 68 6.9 
25 378 4.50 59 7.6 
8.0 | 1,964 3.16 22 14.4 
10.5: |s.2s2eccclessndaeet ae 
2 OA) sc cccle oc.3 | SS 8 SS. SESE eee 
GU Oslo klk SRS SSE eee 
6.3 438 2°72 23 11.9 
854) a 20 Se 22 14.8 
13.6 1 3. 00 28 10.8 
er" ee oe Genet oe re 
NSeS! esse le alee elecoees oe | ee 
14.6 1 3.00 28 10.8 
10.5 OF os lth See 
8.5 980 2.65 34 7.9 
Geta leks cn cdle coe cet lone 
7 ee NP Sa! eee Curie 
BASE Eos oe Wes coc male cent ee per 
10.1 190 3. 09 26 12.0 
8.3 7 2. 56 35 io 
Dew 1,975 2. 94 | 41 ton 
Mies Se ele 2 5 ee Pee 
Po co ahem toe locos oe 
Brot oe ek 2 ne ee 

6.0 382 3. 00 42 |  f 
5.0 1, 593 2.91 40 7.2 


(2 we 
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TABLE 1.—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value on rented farms 


classified by kinship, color, 


BULLETIN 1224, U. 8. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 


and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


Kinship not reported 
No kinship, total 
One year on farm. ........-..- 
AWother years: = 3... -.2 2.4 


Kinship not reported 
Ne-kinship, total...~ = 2:.-:.:. 22. 
One year:on farm! Ys) ....52% 
All other years 


Kamship: 2. s<.2<222-.~-2s2bsish2 
Kinship not reported 
No kinship, total 
One year on farm. ........... 
All other years 


ARIZONA, 
Maricopa: 
Motales css Tess PSS 
Reamshipe: code. 1 lh ke Peis 
Kinship not reported 
Workanship, total-<:<</2.2.3..!-4. 
One year on farm 
All other years 


ee 


ARKANSAS, 
Chicot: 


BE. ==. e350. --' AS. ae 
Kinship not reported 
No kinship, total 
One year on farm 
All other years 


we ww we ee ee eee 


White. Negro. 
Aver- | Aver- | Ratio Aver- | Aver- | Ratio 
Num-| age age |ofcash| Num-| age age | ofcash 
ber of | cash | value | rent to} ber of | cash | value | rent to 
farms. rent per| per land | farms. rent per| per land 
acre. acre. | value. acre. | acre. | value. 
89} $1.85 $32 5.8 | 1,319 | $2.80 $25 12 
14 2. 20 20 Jit Oi). 222< + 2s = sees 2 
4 1.50 31 BO) iss HPP a 2 eee 
| @| Ut 35 i Re a PE tench [Eee ak De geo 
28 1. 89 28 6.8 | 189 2. 85 21 13e5 
| 43 1,72 38 Sel poe ee 0) Pag ps: 25 tit 
Sa cara a a 0 a ee) | 
| 458] 1,84 a1} 8.9) 4 | 2.20 25 8.7 
16 2.08 20 10540). 22.5] 6 2225 1 ee ee 
3 2. 23 16 | 1s iy fees sl eemeeroe, 5 Ap pega a. ele te ee 
139 1. 82 21 8083) - a ee eee 
60 2: Tt 20 10.6 2 2.07 | 23 9.0 
79 1.63 21 7.8 2 2.50 | 30 8.3 
a a aS Se ee 
167 1. 46 20 7.4 | 2,605 2.97 22 1395 
17 17 23 (A ig Aen eel aa atone pra eV oS 
22 2. 54 23 TIO sei el a oe eee ee eee 
128 1.33 19 CO Ne non oe eee ec ee 
48 PAS Ui 29 7.4 453 3. 03 26 1 ez 
80 112 Ay, Gu 2a 52 2.96 21 14,0 
White. Japanese 
ay Sy Aver- | Ratio hee ee Aver- | Ratio 
Num- be age | ofcash| Num- sie age | ofcash 
ber of Gaake value | rent to} ber of cone value | rent to 
farms per per land | farms, per per land 
noaé acre. | value. ee acre. | value. 
- in ie 8 lie EPs PPE RE [araier 
| 
319 | $24. 21 $294 822 53 | $36.76 $393 9.4 
14 26. 82 319 S24 1 eet eee 
50 | 20.64 237 8.7 |ssrcereshaseelertitice omnes 
255 | 24.77 304 8: De seese stn eee LEED vais 
153 | 27.88 279 10.0 21 |} 39.91 371 10.8 
102} 21.68 329 6.6 32 | 34.61 407 8.5 
White Negro. 
{ 
Aver- | aver- | Ratio AY au nveei Ratio 
Num- Rise age |ofcash| Num- aes age | of cash 
ber of rent value | rent to| ber of a ent value | rent to 
farms. mae per land | farms, per per land 
oan acre value. ae acre, | value, 
89 | $8.32 $70 11.8 455 | $10.03 $88 11.4 
2 8. 60 124 G29 cnn afc 2) ee ee 
9. 16 76 1200 |. Bee S| ee 
83 8.30 70 1 UE SP (I EL 
32 9.11 | 56 16.3 | 149 | 10.04 79 12.7 
51 7. 85 | 78 10.0 | 306 | 10.03 94 10.7 
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TABLE 1.— Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value on renied farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


White. Negro. 
| Aver- | Aver-| Ratio | Aver- | Aver- | Ratio 
Num- age age |ofcash| Num-| age | age | ofcash 
| ber of | cash | value |rentto| berof| cash | value | rent to 


| farms. lrent per) per land | farms. |rentper| per | land 
| acre. | acre. | value. | acre. | acre. | value. 


ARKANSAS—Continued. 
Conway 
_ > SEES Se eee | 126] $5.84] $47] 125| 110] $10.26] so1| 20.0 
“<A> =— 9 5s aes aes 7| 7.67 | 4 eo Sy Pee See |... .-, aa 
Kinship not reported..-..-------- 38 5. 89 | A) 94.5. |e eo: 2 ee glee ber see SE 
No kinship, total.............-.-- 81 5. 66 | ft) 982 fee ee yo ee 
One year on farm. -.-......--- 47 | 3. 57 | 50} «611.3 | 26.) 7.77 47 | 16.6 
All other years -.-.-....-..---- 34 | 5. 82 | 7a ee © ee | 84 | 10.95 2 | 21.1 
f ee ——————————— 
Crittenden: 
. - ee ee ae TL 
i 7 SL eee Sa ee 3 | 14. 
Kinship not reported Ail 5 | 12. 
No kinship, total................- 66 | 11. 
One year on farm. .....---.-- 28; 14. 
All other years ..........----- 38 | 9. 
Cross: 
2.1. eee Ee ee ee 161 | 
CIE TUT a Sa ees 12 | 
Kinship not reported--......----- 13 
Mae kaasbig joa -—. - 3e5. SS 136 | 
One year on farm. .......---- 52 
Asi nther years... St 2... 3.14 S4 
Desha: 
i. Uw Se. Bee SS 59 | 
i ip let) 2S ee 40 
Kinship not reported............. 11 | 
Makmiian toil... >< 2c. 2A 44 | 
One year on farm. ........-... 19 | 10. 
All other years ..............-. 25 | 
Jefferson: 
aot eae he ee 108 - 
et ee 12 | 
Kinship not reported............. 6 
No kinship, total. ...............- 90 | 
year ow farm 22. _.-.. 2. 44 | 
AMoLher years... 2.2.5... 2. 46 | 
Lee: | 


Pp 
Kinship not reported 
Pia Ranney pwal. 22-2... 
One year on farm 
All other years ..............- 


No kinship, total 


ee 
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TaBLE 1.—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value on rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


White. | Negro. 
Aver- | Aver- | Ratio Aver- | Aver- | Ratio 
Num- age § ofcash | Num-| age age | ofcash 
ber of | cash | value |rentto| berof| cash | value | rent to 
farms. |rent per| per land | farms. jrent per; per land 
acre.-| acre. | value. acre. | acre. | value. 
ARKANSAS—Continued. 
+ 
Phillips: 
Ota a. 52.1 ae he Seyi ic gait & 152 | $10.77 $79 13.6} 1,074 | $11.77 $83 14.1 
IKeEnSHIp. 3! ube ek sees ue od ei 9 6. 03 78 Ted ines ococcleooebese | zas= Cee 
Kinship not Ropar yed Le pens See 0) Se aR. SB Eo Se sce rae oe SR eS | RE eee ere 
ING kinship “potalos: 22 2. beet 143 | 11.05 79 14.0. 2 52 2c How oes eae eee eee 
One year on farm... -...:....< 61 | 12.40 87 14.3 216 Hee 85 14.3 
All other years: n222.2..2224 82 | 10.24 74 13. 8 798 | 11.66 83 14.1 
Poinsett: 
150] 63) a a Sire Sareea ar ee 140 9. 04 86 10.5 67 | 16.09 112 14.3 
CO a ees eee a 7 4, 65 70 6.63) ...c22 04.2 | ae eee 
Kinship not reported........-...- 3 3. 79 37 10.3 J} 20. cna hteeabeed soe cee oat eee 
No kinship, total ?= 0 = 23.422 130 9.39 89 10.6 |e  cciicwc] ss aE 2 eee eee 
One year on farm .-.........- 69 9. 38 87 10.7 27. |; 917.56 103 17.0 
JAN] other yearses) soa.2:t jases 61 9.41 90 10.5 40 | 15.27 117 13.0 
Pope 
“LLCO Fe SS aes ore et A 210 6. 94 68 10. 2 22 6. 83 53 12.8 
GINS Is coe eh eo eee 33 (pea 68 DA ys SSIS cree cc cA ee ee 
Kinship not reportéds 22s. 3. 27 5. 82 65 85.9 Sano w oS Pe ee 
Nokanship, totals: 225. a3 150 6.98 68 1032) | oh -o >> co] <a eeel oan ee ee paar 
Qnetyear on farm <2. 52523 71 7.73 67 11.5 3 39 37.3 
Al Other Years =. = aen 222. 4-= 79 6. 26 69 yal 19 56 9.8 
Pulaski: 
“MOY oe en an Mee” Roe: Be 173 5.13 96 5. 4 174 77 9.8 
Messi: th oo An ee ee 6 2.35 167 134.) 2. Sctapiit se cee sen ence ee eee ees 
Kinship not reported............- 45 3. 70 63 At! Bl ee eee itrrens tere corel cS) le tp 
Novkintship; total--7 22.0.0 22s. 122 5. 84 106 | eae neem bot] ees 27) Ses ee 
One year on farm..: .......:.: 53 6. 43 87 7.4 32 70 13.3 
Allvothen years: )25.5 6224 2-4 69 5. 44 119 4.6 142 78 9.2 
St. Francis: 
LNG | Ta ee cn ety Sara 199 7.65 69 11.0 388 97 12.9 
Kinship ee ee ese BAL A S55 8 6. 52 51 W284 5s anced matieninnal a> «=ceen eee 
Kinship not reported............- 16 4, 37 53 Bid eo oano0] SORTSee he Cees ae eee 
Nodanship, total -5:22222224 23 175 7. 96 71 WD. 2 ln osc ccc |uinc teeth Saeco 
One year on farm............ 101 8.76 84 10. 4 149 107 11.8 
Atl other, years. .!-.262<2.8s- - 74 7.19 59 12. 2 239 91 13.7 
White. Japanese. 
won| aee AMEE: | “OF yeaa | ape Pet te 
berof | Sih | value | 28h} berot | cash | value |, cash, 
farms per farms. per 
per cane land per land 
acre value acre F 
CALIFORNIA 
Alameda 
OLA ES. 5... see oc Ue ooh 255°) $5a27 $163 Sue 88 | $27.00 
Kan Ship sere hess et eee ieee 27 3. 86 200 1 tT ees ae eee eae ES 
Kinship not reported...........-. 34 9. 51 237 4.0 |e neice c [eat aS -< | ee 
No kinship, total.i=...= $222... 194 5.19 152 + Fr: isl ace joer pert peat S| 
One year on farm............ 50 | 11.66 338 Jo0 25 pole 
AN ober years i2< Sao oe 144 4. 50 132 3.4 63 | 25. 97 
Humboldt: 
AROUAL Sey. (Ae OSs be ee 510 5.14 133 DOO tcc. clsseas-.2|oosssess poe 
Resp ree oes ee eee 55 3. 86 101 SB leo. eacn| tase sosulsee cee. eee eee 
Kinship MOL TEPOLLed- 2... + sees 70 3. 30 99 OO te. «oc ale eee ole soe. ee eee 
Nokinship, total_2¢: 2 2.2. . 232 385 5.77 146 39 fe Boal: See 2. eee 
One year on farm............ 155 6. 78 160 41D | no wie mcrota | aia Stree aie gaa ol pee 


“AM! ofhier, Yeats .25..--2=2222 230 5.17 138 3.7 


ee ee es EE 
ET RS |) 


Rewer ep eis swe) en ee 


i a 


ee ee ee ee eee fh 
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TaBLe 1.—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value on rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


White. Japanese. 


Aver- Ratio 


age age e | ofcash 
ue | rent to 
per land 


acre. | value. 


EE Oe 


CALIFORNIA—Continued. 
Mee == ---- 2 ---- 
“eee 
Kinship not reported 
OLS DS 7 2 ee eas 
One year on farm 
All other years 
Los Angeles: 
lS eee 2.6 
i ) fe eee 2.9 
Kinship not reported 2.6 
No kinship, total_--.-...--......-- 2.5 
One year on farm. _--......-- 3.0 
All other years 2.3 
Madera: 
_-) D282 Ree Se ee ee 45 - 02 6.0 
EI a ee eee ee 3 She (ai 
Kinship not reported --....-.--.--- 6 . 88 5.8 
iipmseainys. Leis Se 36 . 88 5.7 
One year onfarm.-.-........-- 22 . 88 6.1 
AIL RHEE YRAFS ~ | - S 325 -5- = 14 . 88 5.3 
Merced: 
Ui: 3) SS ee 66 4.91 
ee ee eee ee 9 6.07 
Kinship not reported --.-...--.--- 2 4.17 
OD ETE ITN °C 2 alae a 55 4. 82 
One year on farm.-.-........... 27} 10.30 
AWother years. .............-- 28 3. 99 
Orange: 
0 Se ee ere 9.76 
lo See, See eee 29. 55 
Kinship not reported............- 5. 63 
No kinship, total..-.............. 8.15 
One year on farm........._.. 7. 69 
einen Vernet 2-3 Se 8.44 
Sacramento: 
“TS hii 6. 20 
_JUDT ID Da: So ee ee 4.07 
Kinship not reported..-.........- 13. 67 
Te SELS iT ey hE il ia 5. 96 
One year on farm.._......... 7. 89 
weNPRHE ears eos 2 5. 24 
San Joaquin 
“Satin? Soa a 12, 25 
Li Sat ee eee 7. 35 
Kinship not reported..--.......-- 20. 14 
Mo Rinsinp, total - _--* ~~... .- 12. 53 
One year on farm...........- 13. 46 
Teer YERIS 2-2 StL). s.- 11.79 
San Benito: 
2 Eee 
TiS.) .¢%5_ ee eee ona 
Kinship not reported...........-- 
No kinship, total..-.............-. 
One year on farm 
Pee YORES oo oo os 
Santa Barbara: 
en a a 
ae ap a 
Kinship not reported 
No kinship, total................. 
One year on farm 


All other years ..............- 
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TABLE 1.—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value on rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


AGRICULTURE, 


White. Japanese, 
‘ : | 
Aver- | Aver-| Ratio | Aver- | Aver- 
Num- age age | ofcash|; Num- age age 
ber of | cash | value |rentto| ber of | cash | value | rent to 
farms. |rent per| per land | farms. |rent per} per 
acre. | acre. | value. acre. | acre. 
CALIFORNIA—Continued. 
Santa Clara: | 
otal ss ss assi eens oss | 123 | $8.80 $282 3.1 83 | $23.29 $537 
Reinshipss: -f~ seers seers ashe Re 6 | 14.87 500 Be!O% | SAS ees fore = pas ail areca ees | ee 
Kinship not reported............- 11 5. 49 133 Ee A eS ety Ph aie ie eon! a 
INO kinship. total.*. ES.) 1s 106 8. 95 290 El el ee ey eet ed (Cet Sa! oI 
One-year on-farmin - 2138 3o'| 12:32 310 4.0 | 22 | 22.06 442 
ANother years sos. ee “il 7.99 | 285 2.8 61 | 23.68 568 
Solana: : | 
OUGIAR Stet ss eget de | 129 6. 02 105 ea fal 43 | 29.65 301 
SUTTSENT Poco 2 = 3,4 Femi nn nt am 2.81 65 Ce bel eeeneie | alten iN ete cenit oe 
Kinship not reported............. 8 2.55 54 BT ot ae ee ee ee 
Noikkinship, totale 2.2 Cele 2 i 38 113 6.57 113 atch Ree eers Memeesrtee leh Sled oe i) 
One year on farm....._.....-- | 45 5.51 96 5.7 ON STI 683 
AiVother*yearss: fet. 2 ates 68 7.00 119 5.9 34] 26.46 272 
Sonoma 
Oa et = Rts os Ros abe 3 on Be 325 3. 24 115 2.8 9 6. 22 104 
CSE ye eS a oe sete es eee 36 4,42 180 DRO To Sore |e a oer Seen eee 
Kinship not reported...........-. 65 4. 03 148 NT Ft oe snl sae eee en eee 
No kinship, totale: :>2 dee. 224 2.97 103 OE [ts aoe ase eae eee ae ee 
One-year on’farm.-..-.. 2! 93 3.13 103 2a) 4 .18 90 
milothen"years -%.- oe nee 131 2. 89 103 2.8 5 5.32 117 
Yolo 
mOtaly s.22.-teercoss Heetenece et 63 6. 73 ~ 208 3.2 i PA ome Ai! 250 
LECT CIS 0 0 ae POI gag ae tet es 5 5. 04 130 DeO! ts Sica c| Secs este. cee ee 
Kinship not reported...........-. 3 | 13.05 269 Seals Reread a vee wt eae dm cS 
Noddnship, tofal®:..:8..... 28 55 6. 82 216 Sh Ad melee meerigtegetes| beet phe |e! ae 
One year on farm... ........-- 20 8. 76 163 5. 4 5 | 28.50 220 
AUMOUHEr years=: 2... . sa 35 6.32 229 2.8 Thal Ze Ui] 262 
COLORADO. 
Adams 
MOUAL <2 d= 2e2)-resgreric tsi ss len OS 75 5. 54 121 4.6 30°} 17.19 233 
Kanshipit tye) os ssi tees ee 7 5. 46 123 BAe. oa ta SS Ae | el 
Kinship not reported............. rr) a7 106 Oe el [ephemeral Pe oad ry (S 
No kinship; totales i. Ss... S.8 57 ar | 123 ANG lt oc ioe 2 ee ee ee eee 
One year on farm. ...-.-..-.-- 30 5. 88 113 5.2 14 | 20.90 203 
Adl-other years...) 02-6 27 5. 43 138 3.9 16 | 14.78 252 
Arapahoe: 
PROTA sas4se2 else echt ete eck eee 78 2. 82 93 BIO ts tittle. ls scene eee 
(Reis ha pte ap-. too shee ak Pd 7 2.01 145 ey) tees chee Ae 
Kinship not reported............- 19 2.08 84 QS Note ot. DE cece | ee ata ee 
INokinship, tofale=. 2.24. . ft 52 3.18 88 Fl feempaita | fh ag es gk 
One ‘year’on farm... .:-.:.2.- 21 2. 26 73 5 Geel ges al poe S S| ah 
All other years 04 ...52<t 31 4, 28 105 lo) |e ee Se a Fer eae fees, =)" 
Baca: | 
6.0) 1 (eR a ee ea ee 25 . 58 17 Do Rte lacs ccae eel e eee ee 
KeINSHipss -4<. nize sete 3 . 40 17 PS Pay sel aed =A Meseh naiak Cal pare iF oe 
Kinship not reported............. 3 . 87 igi Lie 0S (eee eptnes tec el iaierens= aie <2 
No kinship, totale... 2%. 8 19 58 17 i Maeee sed mbes Gite I icatt gael | 
One year on farm. ........... ll we: 20 BOY (il ME) Reem Pema ile oes 
AULOotherpyears’j-c05 Sooke 8 - 40 13 3. Oo. 235 5. [P ee. Jel. oe a ee 
Bent 
M0) "| SS ae a care eee gs Se 41 6. 13 97 6.3 13 | 12.28 199 
WANS c= shoe is 2s ee es Ow 2 . 34 ah 5.0 fst SS lee cele eee ee eee 
Kinship not reported............. 4 5125 67 C2 i (ere Spe Meh aah IF ae = 
INO kinship, totals... 1.6... 2. Pes: 35 6.77 109 1a egestas Pisa heey peje rl iis. 
One year on farm............ 13 9. 31 128 7.3 1 8.75 106 
All Othersyears’. =)... eh ae 22 5. 94 103 5.8 12] L252 205 i 
Boulder: 
N01 a eee ee ee a aE 75 3. 48 90 SO socton choco. |b -ce een eee 
Kinship: o2=2)2 20 aoe ses eee 8 2. 66 70 hold Gee eel ne eae me mes eas 
Kinship not reported............ Qo seco eel. [So Serer SSeS? iene pee eee eee 
Noikiriship, totdlsi{_ Jj. ©... 82 67 | 3.63 93 3: OF 1s ost Ee eee atest 
One year on farm............ 25 5.16 101 DoW Sac eter 3 eer: Ben ceases 
Aiulvother years. 2: 3 ...choe - 42 2. 96 90 3.0 We tee | wa ete ne er 


i beeen mT 


SaaS eaaesSS eee eee 
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7 ABLE 1.— Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value on_rented farms 
peered by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 
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White. Japanese. > 


| 
Aver-| Aver- Ratio | Aver-| Aver- 


Num-j; age age | of cash | Num-| age e 
ber of | cash | value | rent to| ber of | cash | value | rent to — 
farms. rent per; per land | farms. jrentper| per | land ~ 
| aeres | acre. "value. acre. | acre. 
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TaBLE 1.—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value on rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


\ 
White. | Japanese. 
Aver- | Aver- | Ratio | | Aver- | Aver-| Ratio 
Num-| age age |ofcash| Num-| age age | ofcash 
ber of | cash | value |rent to} berof| cash | value | rent to 
farms. |rent per} per land | farms. jrent per| per land 
acre. | acre. | value. acre. | acre. | value. 
CoLorapo—Continued. 
Weld: 
WOES Mo cacs ace tecemas stee eta e ss 150 | $4.75 $79 6.0 43 | $16. 42 8.1 
KaAnNSHIp -cstesessect So cee | Zh) =. 6.26 106 BS GET ar ee ce te taal ae cen 
Kinship not reported 18 2. 59 58 Tn Uae th itis pepe Loli oe 
Nokinship;, tovali<suoces-522-232 111 5. 03 80 683" | 22S eh ee eee cee eee 
One year on farm.....---..:. 50 6. 71 101 6.6 19 | 18.07 223 8.1 
All other years: -5.2.5222°> 61 4,24 70 6.1 24} 15.29 191 8.0 
White. Negro. 
Aver- | Aver- | Ratio Aver- | Aver- | Ratio 
Num-| age ge ofcash| Num-| age age | of cash 
ber of | cash | value |rent to| ber of | cash | value | rent to 
farms. jrent per| per land | arms. jrent per} per land 
acre. | acre. | value acre. | acre. | value. 
GEORGIA. 
Baker: 3 
"LS OF Les Peete i ee Se deine oy 73 | $2.49 $25 10.0 104 | $2.69 $25 11.0 
[inshipscciucee eS 9 3. 33 23 WA DI coer a.ctagelc cteearaia te | |aree meee ere 
Kinship not reported........+...- 1 Bull 59 Bu) lc oc oxkocts liek cee tale eee eee 
Nokimship, totals. -.-8.% 2.3: 63 2. 35 25 O64 | No ee ees ene ee 
One year on farm.: 3.2... .420) 3. esto 27 10.1 35 | 2.31 23 10. 2 
All other years..............- 26| 1.84 22 8.4 69; 2.97 26 11.5 
eS SSS SS Se 
Bibb: 
OLAIBME nN: eects baeete leas see 108 ool 82 4.6 84 4,01 54 7.4 
EAnShiprsasiscss senso acse ee ee 6 2.64 42 Oo 2 la icis 5 ties wince nate! pat ace oetel eterno 
Kinship not reported.......-....- 11 228 80 2.8 onc a atecte| cobecectlline eee eee 
Noikinshin, total... cee 91 4.04 84 A Biber rarer bell Shed Ses ell ae cele eel ene 
One year.onifarm: 222k se 35 3. 80 67 eT 22 3.90 41 9.5 
Atlother Wears: sicsan.taece 56 4.21 97 4,3 62 4.05 58 6.9 
een eS eel (reeeeenon ee | |e a pene sae eee 
Bleckley: 
PRGUA scene ucecees se ctRUesten cee 206 3.49 47 7.4 102 4,49 44 10.2 
Kinship cscs Stee See 53 310 58 BD: || son aa tictellcts time's halen Sees eer 
Kinship not reported......../..-- 4 2.90 43 6.8 lo cecc ccc |os> wsaineloecc sae | eee 
INORmshin, total. 2 4.5--c-enrg- te 149 3.45 45 eh | ost o sta ss that hall eee eee 
One year.on farm. <..--2<3:2-< 49 3. 83 43 9.0 29 4.77 45 10.7 
AlVother years. 2-.c.t<2 4-530 100 3. 21 46 6.9 73 4, 40 44 10.0 
Calhoun: | | 
TNO RY eg et hae A apie dee 2 = 82 3:32 51 6.5 232 | 4.43 39 11.2 
Kinship. 2c< 5.5 25 ee 19 | 2.28 39 5G hese che a) en 
Kinship not reported...-...-..-. 2 2.73 70 BD |occsens-|.oe2-e5e|ee nsec 
Nojanship, totals. <.).0 2.22.22 70 3. 62 55 626 terrence (s2tc¢ Sa}ho hs eee eee 
One yearion farm. -..<... ts 40 3. 84 59 6.5 76 4.21 | 40 10.5 
ATL OLHEM Vicars q.2 Ae ke ee be 30 3.34 49 6.9 156 4. 54 39 11.6 
Campbell: 
PLOUA eS cies toe et Ne oe che 27 4.75 55 8.6 15 4.93 36 13.9 
AGN SHIPS se SO ae 3 . 61 30 7498 Ul MEER Ol ee grresptl Pn pale et ES" sn, - 
Kinship not reported......-...-- 12 6.19 56 WO een Saabs occas lan oe eee 
No kinship, totale:: .: 2. -.-252¢ 12 5. 34 75 (el ete aii ee eae eae! lars Sees! (so eS 
One-year.on farm): 4 <i<<.2L-c 4] 10.57 214 4.9 1 2.13 32 6.7 
Adlotheryéarss: hi eoce~ Geass 8 4.31 48 8.9 14 5.14 36 14.3 
Catoosa: 
POTS Sn. cect Pane Odes oo eee 43 2.39 56 4.2 3 2. 00 91 22 
Kainshi passes sooo ts See ee hi 1. 88 41 1 IS MEER eI ace > a 
Kinship not reported.........-.-- 1 . 42 17 BZD |ncccscachis on siselleee cones ae 
INo'- kinship, total. .ss:<.<.<<ethece 35 2. 55 61 Le Bama seem cl crnae tlle oo Lain 
One, year on farms. 22. 55256 17 2.98 82 3.6 2 1.36 86 1.6 
Allother years..=2 2% .<be2tee 18 2. 20 43 5.1 1 6. 06 121 5.0 


a | | |} ___ 
——S.|soU oeeeLSS]=|_ SSS Ssw_oOOE“D"=“*DOEQDODDNanaEaan=[_=_BOE==EE|EEan=E_EbEPQS————SSE_ —_ Oj—jjqSjSS eee 
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TaBLE 1.—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value on rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


| 
White. | Negro. 
| 
a= , 
Aver- | Aver-| Ratio Aver- | Aver- | Ratio 
Num-| age age ofcash| Num-| age age | ofcash 
ber of | cash | value |rentto]} berof | cash Be rent to 
farms. |rent per} per land | farms. jrent per| per land 
acre. acre. | value. acre. acre. | value. 
GEorGIA—Continued. 
Clayton 
Totals... 1.5 OA” eee eee 39 | $8.25 $124 6.7 9 $6. 71 $162 4.1 
LAST See a renee res 1| 5.00 72 ae es eee pees hte 
Kinship not reported... ......-.-- 2 3. 92 129 3-0}. 222222509 eA oe 
No kinship, total.............-.-- 27 8. 63 125 6.9 |. <--2cassher tee p ee eee 
One year on farm...... sede che 16} 11.55 139 8.3 3 3.32 103 3-2 
A other years.2.2!....-. 2. il 5. 89 112 5.3 6 8.39 192 4.4 
Crawford: 
iD > Monies 22 Se ee 65 2. 04 33 6.1 30 -h->-t; 82 50 3.6 
OSS ee ee eee 17 2.16 33 6.5 bade ssccslocscess fs sss dete eee 
Kinship not reported.....-..---- 5 1.85 17 10. Bret eeas onlt See aS ee Ee 
Noxinsuip, fotal....2....--:.-... 43 2. 05 37 OO [oseceh c= ces} 3. ee eee 
One year on farm. .......-.-- 15 1.63 23 reel 11 - 93 45 Fe | 
All other years........-..---- 23 | 2.26 43 5.2 19| 2.59 54 4.8 
Se ee 
De Kalb: 
{ety . DEAS SA ee ee ae 209 3. 87 120 3.2 30 4. 26 97 4.4 
ESTILO Se ee. oe 29 3.18 89 S Gili reescs ale cco ce sls is sce fee 
Kinship not reported........-.-.- 10 3. 27 207 Li6-fe2scisccpeeee ties |e eee 
No kinship, total...2.......-2/i+. 170 4.05 117 SEA boss s0ccateew ne s2|= Bee case} eheeeee 
One year on farm. ........... 61 4.84 132 Ae | 8 5. 48 136 4.0 
aan Ofer YeatS.2o56.-2 tb 109 3.70 111 3.3 22 3.94 &7 4.5 
| Dooly: 
INTE i De a Se ee oe 159 4.49 56 8.1 164 5. 29 58 9.1 
ni ae Be Se 35 4.18 53 GoD bes occ ancl hoee eee ae ee 
3 Kinship not reported.......-.-... 19 5. 36 9) Bye Sees ed pe ed ee = 
7 No kinship, total.-..._.-.....-.-. 105} 4.51 53 CU SPREE Bete ey) Oe eee eh here A 
. Que year On farm. _._...-... 42 4.49 47 9.5 40 5. 91 50 11.9 
| A OLHEY Wears 255... 22-1 % 63 4.52 57 8.0 124 Si Hi 60 rs 
| Dougherty: | 
| LUT Sa ee OS ee 2 ee ae i8 2.39 34 deck 53 2. 87 92 | 
F ITT ST Ee Se eee as 1 5. 50 40 13. G46 bo seacehe tenn 2es| Seca eee eee 
| Kinship not reported...........- 1 2.00 43 4; Gb oposses he RESTA SS CMe 
| No kinship, total............-/1-- 16-| 2.28 33 Ae SPS meee nes Briere roy? 2 
| One year on farm ...........- 4 1.65 23 7.0 24 2.98 114 2.6 
all other years......-...-<-2-2 12 2.50 37 6.8 29 2.79 77 3.6 
Floyd: 
a. 7 a ee See ee 
COS TT Te Ree 2S ee ae 
Kinship not reported 
No fanshipetotal- 42 fee... BL 
One year on farm . 
AS Other Years... 322k : 
Fulton: 
(Mh SSS Se el a eae ee 2 4.15 
RIS = Sees acim ses tk 5 6. 03 
Kinship not reported............. 11 4. 40 
OTe 2) ae 193 4.12 
One year on farm..........-- 89 4.89 
AG other years... is. 2.23.35 104 3.55 
Gordon: 
(ho eee eee Oe 8 39 3.54 
ey eae eee 1) |S oe ca 2) 2 ee Oe oe ee ee 
Kinship not reported............ 4 3.16 
Wo kamaiipnsnOtal. 2.3... = tan 35 3. 57 
One year on farm............ 16 4. 84 
ATL other years.) 16.....0-2.2 19 2.68 
Houston: 
Ls Se RS ee ee 160 3.12 
oo ee de Apantende Rss 27| 2.04 
Kinship not reported...........-. 5 3.91 
JS Rc a a 128 aan 
me year on farm............ 47 3. 50 
All other years............... 81 3. 23 
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TABLE 1.—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value on rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


White. Negro. 
| | 
Aver- | Aver- | Ratio | Aver-| Aver- | Ratio 
Num-j| age age | ofcash| Num- age age | ofcash 


ber of | cash | value |rentto! berof |} cash | value | rent to 
farms. jrent per} per land | farms. |rent per; per land 
acre. | acre. | value. acre. | acre. | value. 


GEORGIA—Continued. 


Jefferson: 
Otabas ko .-t Be eos So. se 22) $2.24 $34 6.6 
ISHN) = 2 nn Soe oe oe eee 5 5.10 40 12 
Kinship not reported.-.......-..-- 0) os eee se | 
No kinship, otal... -_-...2..tie% 7 2. 04 34 6. 
Qne year on farm $. -....2 2 5 4.01 35 11. 
Adl other years. /.5.---..2 12 1.90 34 5: 
Johnson: 
DNGTBIEAS: . coe See en tote se eee 60 3.175 9. 
Wainshtipe. ose 22. eo Je see se 2ssed | 9 3.03 Wes 
Kinship not reported.......-.-.-- 1 5.77 5 
No kanship;-total.- 4.2. ..-..t | 50 3. 86 9. | 
One year on farm.:........-- 25 4.08 10. 
All other years....... gees. a 25 3.60 9.: 
Laurens: 
otalee 22-- 5 Se booty Sse ee 524 4.04 8. 
[Guest ee a eens Seine Ree te oe = 98 3. 59 ip 
Kinship not reported......-.-.--- 25 4,12 8. 
Nokanship;dotal... 22-5... 5-6-8 403 4,12 8. 
One year on farm..-.--..-.---- 155 4, 83 9. 
AML Other years:..i. 4. ...--2-£-2 248 3.78 8, 
e: 
LNCS See eae, ee ae gE ye, a 39 2.44 6. 
Sr A ee eh 5| 2:85 9. 
Kinship not reported........----: 1 if eit 2. 
INokanship, totals... .-... 4.6.82 24 2. 02 5. 
One year on farm. .....-- 22 15 2.65 ré is 
Adlvother yeaksS:..255..-- 26-2 9 1. 66 é ao7 4 ; b 
Macon: 
Motaloae 222% ee Bers ee 29 2. 81 6. 2 : : 
ReaD Skee a Soe ems eqs ee 3 3.51 2: 
Kinship not reported.......-..--- 1 2.14 15. | 
No vkinship, total.3...-)..:.. 4-858 25 2.7 8. 
One year on farm. ...-..--..-: 9 2. 28 9. : r 
‘Adlother years... 4). 5....5.2.4 16 3. 06 8. : ; . 
Madison: 
NOtaloe- Losses b. 1. seek 21 3. 48 : 
[ETE ay ea Se Bs 6] 4.71 
Kanship not reported.--. .<2-25¢.¢). -<st84-|3. 25 Aa Bee. Re 
Notkinship, total....t-.-<-43-83¢ 15 2. 82 
One year on farm..-...-.-.--- 6 2. 84 36) 3 
All other years....7..---=4-2 5% 9 2. 81 -3-| 
Marion: | 
ANGUG" |. Rs 2 Se er ed 33 2.14 F ’ . 
Fo ea ea iS Oe 4 | 2. 89 
Kinship not reported......----.-- 1 6. 00 
Noikinship,-total: -.22:2-----<-<74 28 2. 03 
One year on farm..-.....-...- 12 1.60 
All-other years ..: 3: . =. 2.0.4 16} .. 2.29 
Muscogee: 
PROG ee ete iicag ta tecee en oe 45} 2.57 
Kinships: ics SL ee 4:10 SIs 
Kinship not reported.....-.-.. EM oe 2S loewtdc tcf cand. .|. Sede anehencak = 2: ete Ste See 
No-Kinship, total. ...22 - sees eee 41 2. 54 
Ono year on farm)... °c. crass 24 1.96 
All other years...----»2->-d0 17 3. 69 
Pulaski: 
Motalss =. CRE Mads es Bes -\eee A 111 4.04 
Rariship 20 eee ke 23 3.18 
Kinship not reported.......--..-- 2} 11.05 
No kinship, total... +..-<c..:keee 86 4.15 
One year on farm. .:......-.- 40 4.14 
Allcother years..2.2¢:..--2 2 46 4.16 


; 
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TaBLe 1.—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value on rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


White. 


| 


Aver-| Aver-/| Ratio | 
Num-/| age age |ofcash| Num- 
ber of | cash | value |rentto! berof 
farms. |rent per) per land | 

acre. acre. | value. | 
| 


GeEorGciAa—Continued. 
Richmond 
1 UL Se Se ee ae 50 | $4.55 $58 7. 
EE ae eee | 9 3. 21 45 7. 
Kinship not reported......-.---.- 5 7.85 77 10. 
No kinship, total................- | 36] 4.34 58 7. 
One year on farm. .......---- 9} 9.68 91} 10. 
All other years.........------ 27 2.77 a6 5. 
Sumter: 
Lo eS eee 51 3. 41 56 6. 
ST eee ee ne | 11 1.90 38 5. 
Kinship not reported........----- | 2) cass 74 3. 
LESS 38 4.22 6+ 6. 
One year on farm. bos | 17 4. 82 65 rf 
All other years. ..-.....-...-- 21| 3.76 CAt= -&: 
Talbot: 
SLL SUL eae ee ee 2} 2.76 26 10. 
"ee 5| 5.07 2%} 19. 
Kinship not reported........-.--- 4| 1.80 a| 8 
No kinship, total................- | 47| 2139 71 8 
One year on farm. ...----..--. 5 2. 85 2B 12. 
All other years. -......-..--.-. 12 2.30 28 8. 
Taylor | 
_ aS 2) 1.45 15 9.9 -b ocences 
0 eE. ae eee wy Se a ee Ea EE 
Kinship not reported............ | UM SSS Eee Se ae = 
No kinship, total............---.. 26 | 1.45 15 9.9 
One year on farm. ..-..-.----- il; 1.97 15 13.0 
All other years...........--.- 15} 1.21 14 8.4 
eggs: 
_. SE ee 4.03 10.6 
“le ee ee 3. 21 23| 14.2 
Kinship not reported........----. 6. 38 78 8. 2 
No Kinship, total...........-..... 362| 31] 116 
One year on farm.........-... 3.44 28 12.3 
AS other years =< =.=. --=--<.- 4.05 | 38 10. 
Washington 
2 EES Se 3.47 42 8. 
NTeER ee oe ns 5-+---- 3. 09 33 9. 
Kinship not reported... .........- 3. 00 16 18. 
No kinship, total..........-.----- 3. 90 53 7. 
One year on farm. .....-..-. = 2.65 51 5. 
All other years.-...........-- 5. 47 55] 10. 
Whitfield: 
Rasa oc SOE OE ee 1. 93 39 5. 
-1- 2. ep Se 3. 49 67 5. | 
Kinchi not seerpiod See 6. 54 70 9. | 
No kinship, total...-....-.......- 1.57 33 4. | 
One year on farm. .-.......--.. 2. 40 50 4. | 
All other years -.-....--...-.- 1, 37 29 4. | 
———_ — 
Wiikinson: 
Lt. Ee a ee eee 1,73 17 10.0 
ue eee. au 1.50 18 8.2 
Kinship not reported............. 2.99 17 | 18.0 
Neagansp LOCAL. 2. _.... 24 1.72 17} 10.1 
One year on farm-............ 1.57 18 | 8.9 
Al Obne® YenEs =< 22. --.<= <2 1, 86 16| 11.3 } 
SS ————— =—=—— ESE EES 
75462°—24_6 
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TaBLE 1.—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value on rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


| White. Japanese. 
l 
| Aver-| Aver-| Ratio | Aver- Ratio 
| Num-| age age |ofcash| Num-| age of cash 
ber of | cash | value |rentto| berof| cash rent to 
farms. jrent per} per land | farms. |rent per land 
acre. | acre. | value. acre. value. 
IDAHO 
Ada: 
ANG ES See ee a eae 117 | $7.63 $169 4.5 10 | $19. 24 , 
Kinship... 3 J2-tt...4. 2S. Ese 6 2. 51 127 220) sss. eens’ one ae 3 | 53 ee oe 
Kinship not reported.-....-...---- O: |). FASS Base) - ducers |aoecostalees ce os] oes 
No kinship, total. 2 2222 GE lil 8.02 172 4,7 |oncosset le Se eR ae see eee 
One year ou farm: .---—=-F-=- 49 | 10.69 224 4.8 2| 21.87 
All othersyesrs-_ 2. -..-- 3-22 62) 6.87 150 4.6 8 | 18.80 
Bingham: 
AUG) 1 ae oe ieee Saenger ee te } 111 8.88 124 7.2 13 13. 48 
Kansghip... 2.@2 .£.2.-b25 -. 28-2582 7 5.71 91 6.36]. 2 el) sc aa 2 ae eee 
Kinship not reported.-.....-....-- 17 6.55 95 6.9.) cca: 2025555) Se 
Norsmship? totals. .22-- 33-8 ee 87 9. 79 135 fo35 eases leicht SS Sea ees 
One year on farm: 5220 3-2-8 55 9. 60 129 7.5 5 | 16.30 
AN oLherpy ears 2 4 2222-5 8F. 32 | 10.14 146 6.9 8} 12.02 
Butte | 
Tito) ae eee ae eee ante 10 4.13 92 405 |.c2 sess [tcc cs cee [te cue oe eee 
KMinship..< 2cs.te=25 9 s--+ PA! 4 4,27 68 6.3, -|- cin cckdies sesinsa [tee oe eee 
Kanship novreported...5-- . 7-233 Q':|... JSR Sl. 5. Scale Sacto ke eae sced | eee 
INO auship;total..-2... 2-3-4. 6 4.02 112 BAG, |U cee se eS PS ee 
One year on farm. .-..---53- | 2 3. 53 84 4.2. fas on wee |= SSR he oe ae ee eee 
All other years .....-.:.-/.2-23 4 4.75 152 3. do 52-3 ER SE ee ee 
Canyon 
ING 2 Se eas ores 75 9. 32 141 a el Pea ieee esl renee 2) 
WMaNSHEp: 2. 4.25.2 eS 12 6. 60 147 4.5. |b onesaei| ideas lt oo sae eee 
Kinship not reported.........-.-- 5 | 13.20 141 OS i ee ee me eats ial 
Novkimship, totals. 522 2sb ss 58 9. 53 140 628) | sos ese5 ee Ae Se ge ene ene 
One year on farm. =... 4 | 37 | 12.45 155 82 le le e225 Lt RSE ee ee 
ATDOLNEr years =: —22-<-8 eee 21 5. 40 119 4.5, Joscs 2S PCT ee eee 
Caribou: | 
INS A See Ree aes ih 3. 57 39 9. Lo jecs shoals ees |e ee 
Win Ships.. foe % 5. 1 Bho. sb et | 1 2.14 43 6.0. |b soos aon|t vane oetle sas eee 
Kinship not reported.........---- | 4| 3.95 40 9.9. |.0--2 2 ds) othccc| 02 Cee 
No kinship, total............-.--- 2| 2.89 36 |) (8.0. |os 027 eecoel se pba nee eee 
One year on farm. .......---.. 2 2. 89 36 820. |sosee- 22) Sees ae 
AM-other Wears -3-pF-- 22-55 S | 0 jeeeceeee|eceeer ee feces ress [esses see |ecseeees|ee eter ee [eee e eee 
Gem 
Molalla esis as cence dst ccna hee: 26 3. 52 51 629 |onsetre. Sets 2 Jos| Cee eee 
RaSh: 25. toe fod seas Be 1} 20.00 180 1h, WL eee oe| 3 tenn. [es oo eee 
Kinship not reported............- | 0. |. -S RAL. pb AB fe. ese ec seweafbeeetce se ee 
Notkmship, total. jes... -.:-t ek 25 3. 47 5k 6.33 cco te PSE [ES a ee 
netyear Onl armic <<. 2 13 7.92: 82 9.4 oa aco) on S| eee 
Ad} other years <...2.----- Pace: 12 1.49 37 41. sca cere dR Re SS ee 
Jefferson: 
Tha aS Ee TES 56) 7585 112 7.0 8} 13.93 
2G Gist ts aaa oP ee ee O} 11.42 195 5. Otis ow acton| ce cer ks -)or ase ee 
Kinship not reported..........-.-. 4} 10.01 101 9. 9. ose cee cae of ee ee 
Nokinship, total..........-..22 43 7. 09 102 6. 9: | eo ss2- - [PEORIA D20. 9 See 
One year on farm...-......-.- 21 9. 62 125 rere 4] 18.62 14 
All Othert-years .2.3.-.-..) 4-5 22 4.98 84 6.0 4} 10.07 
Jerome 
7 {SR 8 RI et Gera 9 PER 29} 17.29 207 84 1} 20.00 
Norbiip.. . 1.12 #. 54.43.5---. 2A 1} 12.50 200 Se eee eee 
Kinship not reported.-..........- | 5 | 18.48 181 10.2: |. 2 esd 2 Be Soh hee ees 
Notkmship- total... .552:5...59: 2 23 | 17.08 216 Ti Qalrewrew ocr Se MSOs SU OS Re ees 
One year on farm.-........... 12} -19. 96 221 9.0 0 | 2 SSP se ee 
Adl' other years...54-....53.2 11 | 13.48 210 6.4 1 | 20.00 
Kootenai: 
BROGAN as cteseioene soe eek one sateeee 40 2. 66 52 Dp. scare vo esp ees Celeste eee 
MRTG) ois chen wicticie nw See eee 2 1.21 59 2A [2 fe aTE Te es a ee 
Kinship not reported............. UM Bele Se fi cud 9: Jose ee Suc bl a ne ee 
Nokanship, total... 20. ..2-52.2c2 38 2. 76 51 O08 focsocesclle es Jee] oe see 
©ne yearion-fatm....---2-5253 26 2. 47 55 a el eee a eee meets Mure eee) 8 
AW other years... .2<-..<--=5-- 12 3. 21 6::9) |. cient inn Sota |ee Se 


—— a a i 
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TaBLeE 1.—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value on rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


White. J apanese, 
. 
Aver- | Aver-| Ratio Aver- | Aver-| Ratio 
Num-| age age ofcash} Num-}| age | age | ofcash 
ber of | cash | value | rentto!| berof | cash | value | rent to 


farms. |rent per| per land | farms. |rent per} per land 
acre. | acre. | value. acre. | acre. | value. 


IpaHo—Continued. 
Latah: 
Ie Ses ore 87 | $4.35 $102 4.3 | iscsae re} .28.. 1 b-2 eee 
LSUTS (Gat eo eee 16 4.76 124 3.8 |. oo 524. |05 27. 222 See 
Kinship not reported.-........--- 10 3.79 78 4.9) |. o2 eons oh) a 
No kinship, total...........-.-.--| 61 4.31 99 4S oe ee eee loco et oe 
One year on farm............ t=) | 5.3 117 SS aces sp [fe Ss 
Pawother years. :.....--.0=-<- 28 | 3.46 84 CR eee aire =): L teaec Jol ee 
Lewis: | | 
Det: - Se See eee 28 3. 62 62 Sted ba ere eae |----22--|-- 22-22 [ance enee 
2 OE) Bee ee ee 4 2.93 101 29 \0 uso] 2... 2=-|-2s eee 
inship not reported..........--. 2 6. 04 100 4 2 eee Pe Cemeteries Gee 
No Kinship, total........-..--...- 22| 3.72 54 G20] ONE eh ee 
One year on farm.-........-.- 6/ 4.81 62 ofc) Sees > ee [ee ame Ue ete ee 
All other years...........---- 16 | 3.36 Oe Cit eee aes ree 
Madison: | | 
oop Se Sa eee eee 47 | 5.8 113 5.2 | 25 | $13.07 | $272 4.8 
en 2 SiGe nee Lae 9 | MSHA 1198 15.7 be Sc i. Se 
Kinship not reported---...-.-.-.- ae set fees ee ee es fee 5S) oe 
No kinship, total................. 38| 5.32 105 5 Vice leit aeeange po 
One year on farm. --......-.- 9} 8.07 134 6.0 | 6} 15.52 164 9.5 
All other years............--- 29) 4.56 97 4.7 | 19 | 12.36 304 4.1 
Minidoka: 
LET TU aa Soy a 46 | 14.82 203 7.3 4| 25.93 229 1L3 
LeuSlit.22 4} 10.20 182 Ds Gees 2 ae ee ek 
Kinship not reported..-.....--..- UF SS Ses eee aes ee eae PR reece fees es pe (ed 
Nemenship total —.2....-.- o¥--.- 42 | 15.32 205 oD |e sstei ele eel eee eee 
One year on farm..-....-..-. 24} 17.57 223 7.9 2{/ 30.00 218 13.7 
Aiother Yeats ...2.-..<...-.- 18! 12.75 185 6.9 2| 22.89 237 9.7 
| White. Chinese. 
= Aver-| Aver- | Ratio Aver-| Aver- | Ratio 
Num-| age age ofcash| Num-| age age of cash 
ber of | cash | value | rent to} ber of | cash | value | rent to 
| farms. |rent per| per land | farms. |rent per| per land 
| acre. | acre. | value. acre. | acre. | value. 
Nez Perce: 
\ 2 ey Es pe ge te reomepe $63 wt 2] $3.31 $58 5.7 
a LSS 7 81 68 0: sesso saa eles eee 
| Kinship not reported...........-.. 78 S: Oi eases Ss S- |. oe 
Neiman (tenat 22s 32 2Sd2. 5 58 Be Eee ot sco fece ao-2<besee eee 
One year on farm...-........ 64 8.6 OV RSs Some lawn aoe ee 
AW obhtercyears. 2 405222.-25.-- 54 7.6 2 3.31 58 Sy f 
Payette 
LUE Geese Se ie Se ee 141 5a 5! | Readesaclaccn sect] sos. kes eee 
eet e.g 98 £9 Me oo. bok a 
Kinship not reported.-..........- 126 4.8 foo no. Be isc Sal See ee ee 
No kinship, total....-...........- 170 Be basa aako).s - EW AL. pd eee ee 
One year on farm...-.......-. 169 7 Qi.) ti. Seis eee ee 
All other years.............-. 170 428}. 5-5. | eee pated Be ee 
=== 


oa 


~ on ei ee | Se mariy Ne bes eS eS 


*. 
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TaBLe 1.—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value on rented farms — 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


2 White. Chinese. 
Aver- | Aver- | Ratio Aver- | Aver-| Ratio 
Num-| age age |ofcash}| Num-| age age | ofcash 


ber of | cash | value | rent to|-berof| cash | value | rent to 
farms. |rent per} per land | farms. jrent per| per land 


acre. | acre. | value. acre. | acre. | value. 
IpaHo—Continued. 
Fremont: 
LOTS PAS ORS EF opp cat oe es 35 | $4.99 $103 4.8 7 | $18.58 $230 8.1 
LGTORT ih Spee Stat be as See 5 4, 62 132 On0: |. 5-5) nana se eee ene. eee 
Kinship not reported....-.-.----- 3 3. 79 127 = (Re IPR a RSE be 
No kinship; totals. 25: 2.2: 52. 2-5. 27 5.18 96 Oe Pe Exateaee SS pet aes) ie 
Oneyear on farm’? 2.22.2: 5 14 6. 54 112 5.8 1} 14.29 300 4.8 
PAT other years 3222222228 72 13 3.00 74 4.5 6 | 19.07 222 8.6 

Twin Falls es ar ee a i ee Mae Coca cee 
Oise os! Sete Pee enn ee eae ee 151 | 22.23 281 7.9 3 | 26.49 310 8.5 
PRS I oe See ea ee 8 aera 12} 23.52 297 Teh || some eed eee ee ee eee Bes 
Kinship not reported...........-- 17 | 23.54 344 G.3 [2 ooo a) en anienel aceon eee 
iNosanship) ‘torah 2 -2* 2222. 122} 21.95 272 cel i (enpeesisian,  spaespes al ap oeceerseip ee n= 

One*year on farm: <--::- 2.2. 75 | 24.49 280 8.7 1] 25.00 300 8.3 
AT Other years.32- 222522 .ae 47} 18.89 263 7.2 2 27.80 319 8.7 
Aver- | Aver- | Ratio Aver- | Aver- | Ratio 
Num- lagecash| age |ofcash| Num- jagecash| age | of cash 
ber of | rent | value |rent to; berof| rent | value | rent to 
farms.| per per land | farms.]| per per land 
acre. | acre. | value. acre. | acre. | value. 
ILLINOIS. Bond. Boone. 

Wihite, total... ities re - 35 8 181 | $3.08 $84 3.7 282 | $6.90 $193 3.6 
KGMSDIP: {20 Sos ccwicecise sc asec teats 46 3.33 84 4.0 39 7.20 209 3.4 
Kinship not reported........--.-- 1 4.17 400 1.0 8 7.00 170 4.1 
MorInShin, LOLA... 250. =.-.sde0-8 134 2.97 84 3.5 235 6.86 191 3.6 

One year omtarm |. 2. s~ S456). 52 3.10 86 3.6 64 7.25 189 3.8 
IAT OtHOLrsYCars nec. Soe soe ee 82 2.91 83 oS 171 6.73 192 325 
Brown Bureau 

{Wf DLE H 70) ER ee eS a 42 3.63 105 3.5 535 6.91 250 2.7 
ROSING) = sts Sse oe tee eee 17 3.58 98 3.6 169 6.58 279 2.4 
Kinship not reported.........-...- a 3.70 103 3.6 il 6.05 193 3.1 
Nokinship, fotal...-t -<.-..-2-}-s 18 3. 67 115 SA 355 7.14 237 3.0 

Orie year on Tarm =... -- J... 6 3.66 117 a. 8.07 235 3.4 
AM Other yours... -.-.254.47- 12 3.67 114 3.2 271 6. 82 238 2.9 
Carroll. Cass 

DVANILORUOLRI Joe ses oon sie eceene cers Sh 261 6. 44 194 3.3 64 4.42 144 3.0 
REGS DIDS age nse sata eoeee ee 57 5.40 183 3.0 24 4.48 158 2.8 
Kinship not reported............. 76 6.27 191 3.3 Q fssteegos sek. eee 
No kinship, .totals..22-.2.<.< 3-0-4 128 7.01 201 3.5 40 4.37 132 3.3 

One year on farm. ........-.-- 37 7.64 205 oA7 11 5.20 110 4.7 
All other yearsss-.u< dd. 22-4 91 6.76 199 3.4 29 4.05 141 2.9 
Christian. Clark 

AA UCEIIP 0) a Re re me 142 5.44 218 Z5 76 3.38 92 3.7 
KSSH Dios 2occte clots - > anc = nin eee 36 5.36 268 2-0 23 3.61 88 4.1 
Kinship not reported-....--..-.-- 13 4.88 204 2.4 6 2.66 54 4.9 

No kinship, total.......-.....-- 93 5.59 196 2.8 47 3.31 97 3.4 
One year ondarmt: 2.2. 5.22 23- 34 6.35 179 San 16 3.74 89 4.2 
Al other years .....5.0-s5eseo¢ 59 5.34 202 2.1 31 3.21 99 3.3 
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TABLE 1.—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value on rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


{ 


Aver- | Aver- | Ratio Aver- | Aver- | Ratio 
Num-| age age |ofcash| Num-]| age age | of cash 
ber of | cash | value | rentto| ber of | cash | value | rent to 
farms. |rent per| per land | farms. |rent per} per land 
acre. | acre. | value. acre. | acre. | value. 
ILLINoIs—Continued. Clinton. Coles. 

OE ae a 61} $3.09 $88 3.5 128 | $6.61 $213 3.1 
LETC Coe ae eee Se ee 27 3.12 87 3.6 29 5.12 209 2.5 
Kinship not reported.........-.-- it 3.37 72 4.7 7 6.54 221 3.0 
No kmship;totab.-.....2..-.-..2- 23 2.94 96 3-1 92 7.31 214 3.4 

One year on farm........--.-- 7 3. 23 93 3.5 16 8.19 231 3.5 
wother years). -=--\122 -...-.<- 16 2. 86 97 3.0 76 7.18 211 3.4 
Cumberland De Kalb. 
*% 

Pebie Oldies --f5- 0). ..-cee...~/-2- 59 3.66 97 3.8 602 8.31 266 3.1 
TECTIT ES) 010 a ey a 20 3.11 85 3.7 148 7.86 279 2.8 
Kinship not'reported....2...-....- 4 4. 00 130 3.1 19 8. 44 245 3.5 
Nomanship; total: s.... .-223-...-. 4: 35 4.17] . 105 4.0 435 8.75 263 3.2 

One year on farm. ...--..---- 16 3.97 108 3.7 106 9. 20 260 3.5 
AlPother years.....222.--.\-.- 19 4.27 104 4.1 329 8. 25 264 3.1 
Ford. Fulton. 

\) LEENA 0) iG, aa ey ee 122 7.14 290 255 272 a i 175 3:3 
LSSTVST Eh 0 SRR Sr is eo 52 6.47 288 2.3 50 5.78 178 Bie: 
Kinship not reported............. 12 7.95 336 2.4 49 5.99 170 3.4 
Nokinshep, total. < - 22.20... -.25. 58 7.57 283 2.7 173 5.74 176 3.3 

Onesyearionifarm: |. 22.2.2. 1: 14 8.98 310 2.9 53 6.41 172 357 
Paauher years . 2.6) -. 2.20% 44 7.15 275 2.6 120 5.49 177 3.1 
Hancock. Troquois. 

i) US | a 302 5.35 210 25 333 6.49 268 2.4 
LEGTIS AU. “BSS Se Senge aa 96 5.07 255 2.0 108 6.38 288 2.2 
Kinship not reported......-....-- 37 5.13 203 2.5 76 6. 26 263 2.4 
INo/kinship; total. .:2..221........ 169 5. 57 186 3.0 149 6.69 257 2.6 

One’year on farm... -:......-. 57 6.35 176 3.6 32 6.33 221 2.9 
Allother years.....2:......2. 112 5. 22 190 2.8 17 6.78 265 2.6 
Kane. Kankakee 

UGA Oe re 573 7.63 209 3.6 469 6.55 227 2.9 
ell) See aes a er 2 127 6. 83 218 3.1 169 6.41 266 2.4 
Kinship not reported..........-... 25 7.51 245 3.1 29 7.81 224 3.5 
No Ringhip; total. -5. 220... 24 3: 421 7.89 204 3.9 271 6.53 203 3.2 

One year on farm. ........... 127 8. 06 201 4.0 70 6.19 174 3.6 
Allather years. .......5.....-. 294 7. 83 206 3.8 201 6. 64 213 3.1 
La Salle. Lee. 

SU a 598 7. 36 287 2.6 410 6. 84 238 2.9 
WS) See oes 219 6.73 294 2.3 136 6. 41 254 2.5 
Kinship not reported............. = 17 7.19 262 2.8 46 7.33 224 3.3 
Plo kinship, tobal..:....22.. 2.2.02 362 7.76 284 2.7 228 7.01 230 3.0 

One year on farm. ........... 75 8.12 265 3.1 67 7.07 219 3.2 
All other years.....5.......4. 287 7.67 288 2.7 161 6.99 234 3.0 
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TaBLE 1.—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value on rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


[ f ! 


Aver- | Aver- | Ratio Aver- | Aver- | Ratio 
Num-|} age age |ofcash} Num-| age age | ofcash 
ber of | cash | value |rentto| berof | cash | value | rent to 
farms. jrent per’ per land |farms. |rent per) per land 
acre. | acre. value. acre. | acre. | value. 
ILLINOIS—Continued. Livingston. McDonough. 

Wihtte: topalis-. £22 88. BIE See 216 | $6.81 $312 2.2 211.)'. $6.73 $219 31 
mm SHipae. |e Sc < SS: See 84 6.44 327 2.0 52 5.98 224 27 
Kinship not reported..........--- 36 6.98 322 2.2 12| 7.08 210 3.4 
Nokanship, total =. Shes. st 2 96 7.06 293 2.4 147 7.00 217 352 

One year on farm. .....---.-- 14 8.35 257 3.3 45 WAS 185 3.9 
Attvather years... 2.:2.0.. 22. 79 6. 82 300 2.3 102 6.95 227 +i | 
McHenry. McLean. 

Wihsto, tots...) i de ee 70s 6.12| 166| 3.7] 486! 7.70 |. 340 23 4 
Reansiipee.. 2 eee eee 133 6. 00 173 3:5 153 | 6.87 | 359 1.9 
Kinship not reported.........-.-- 97 6.15 163 3.8 20 7.80 323 22 
Wo kinship, total. .....2<2.....:2 | 478] 6.15 165 3.7 313 | 8.12 330 2.5 

One year omiarm .. 225 ---.22: | 164 6. 80 165 4.1 75 | 9:69 328 2.9 
Alvother years:. . 286 6....54|+ . 3144) 5:83 165 3.5 238 | 7.75 | °° 330 2.4 
Macoupin. Marshall. 
f 

White, total........ Bp his dose see see see 315 | 3.97 122 BS: 169 5. 66 212 27 
eriSinigy Ne SF ess Ses 57 3.55 112 3.2 37 5. 86 229 2.6 
Kinship not reported -......-...-- 54 3.94 113 3 37 5.75 198 2.9 
Nokinship, total .-.- 2:8: 5.-.54. 204 4.14 128 3.2 95 5.55 210 2.6 

One year on farm...........--. 64 4.24 105 | 4.1 25 5:53 205 2.7 
All other years. -.....-....-.-- 140 4.10 135 | 3.0 70 5. 56 211 2.6 
Mason Menard. 

Wismibes topless. s22e J. 2588... 44 4.57 195 2.4 52 5.34 | 281 1.9 
emistinpse ec See 4 Bas sks 2S 10 4.43 212 2.1 19 4.38 216 2.0 
Kinship not reported........-..-- 1 3.00 175 AF 1 6.00 300 2.0 
No kinship, total: 2. $2/----32 33 4.68 189 2.5 32 6.12 336 1.8 

One year on farm..........-.. 7 5.81 116 | 5.0 14 7.00 552 1.3 
All-other years: ...\.52....:4 26 4.48 202 222, 18 5.70 233 2.4 
Montgomery. Ogle. 

DWOILe SOLAS. -.. 2202.24.85... ce 139 3.67 131 2.8 536 6.08 183 = 3 
KGMISHI ps es. 3 3 het Se OE 24 3.40 142 2.4 151 5.70 | 192 3.0 
Kinship not reported............. 40 3. 22 110 2.9 80 6.31 181 BE5 
No kinship; total. =: . s. 45.25: 52 75 4.09 139 3.0 305 6. 21 179 3.5 

Oneyear on-farm. $=... 54 21 2. 85 86 333 87 6.92 170 4.1 
Aliother yearss..../.2....52 54 4.44 154 2.9 218 5.96 183 3.3 
Pike. 
Pye, DOLARES  . SA one. <2. 2-8 82 4.22 125 3.4 
LIGTIRLEN SS Saree els el = pees a 32 4. 25 132 3.2 
Kinship not reported............. Os. aed RRs as 
No kinship, total..2.. =. J$s..-./.% 50 4.18 118 3.6 
One year on farm............. 21 4.63 120 3.9 
Allother yearss.....2-.....2 29 3.98 116 3.4 
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TasBLe 1.—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value on rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—-Continued. 


Aver-| Aver- | Ratio | | Aver-| Aver-| Ratio 
Num-| age age j|ofcash| Num-/| age - of cash 
ber of | cash | value |rentto| berof| cash § value | rent to 


farms. rent per} per | land | farms. rent per per | land 
acre. | acre. | value. | | acre. | acre. | value. 


ILLINoIs—Continued. St. Clair. Sangamon. 

0 ee eee ee | 278 | $6.80 $232 | 2.9 

a ee eee 67 6.10 220 2.8 
inship not reported...........-- | 29 6.13 313 2.0 
No kinship, total...........-.---- | 182 | 7.16 225 3.2 
One year on farm..._-...-.-- 38 7.01 177 3.9 
weve Quer Years: -.222..:=-2--.} 144 7.18 232 3.4 
Shelby 
1 | 
White, 2D a Sees ee eee | 60 4.97 149 3.3 | 145 4.15 | 135 - 34 
ee ee ee 14 4.93 147 3.4 44 4.12 167 2.5 
Kinship not reported .......-...--| 19} 5.35 154 seas 9} 3.99} 62 6.5 
No kinship, total.........--.----- a4 AG 147 22 92} 4.17| 122] 3.4 
One year on farm..........-- 13 4.18 124 3.4 36} 4.38) lil 3.9 
Allother years....-........-- 14 5.05 161 3.1 56 | 4.01 126 3.2 
Stark. Stephenson. 
. { 

EE ee ee 76| 6.35] 255| 2.5] 625| 5.93 17 3.4 
_ a Tee eee 27| 6.56 264 25 202} 5.43 180 3.0 
Kinship not reported..........--- 2 5.58 254 2.2 84 6.07 175 3.5 
No kinship, total...............-- 47 6. 28 250 2.5 339 | 6.22 175 3.6 

One year on farm........--.--. 10 7.30 196 = ey | 8 | 6.82 185 = 
eibepher years .....2.....--<- | 37 6.11 259 2.4 254 | 6.04 172 3.5 
Washington Winnebago 
OS Sa eee eee 2 ee 43 | 2.47 68 3.6 356 5. 84 175 3.3 
| i See Sw Se cee ee 17 2.52 64 Boo 68 5.37 172 Sol: 
Kinship not reported .....-....-- ale 2 See Ss hae ot Ls ee 76 6.09 175 3.5 
No kinship, total. .............-. 26 2.42 72 3.4 212 5.93 176 3.4 
year on farm ..........-- 7 3.32 7 5.0 7 6.70 193 aaa 
All other years...........-.-. 19 2.30 7 3.2 142{ 5.61 169 Sod 
| 
Whiteside. W oodford. 
WOE pT ES a Ti7 7.16 191 3.7 264 6.29 285 2.2 
oT ee Cy es eee 144 6.89 203 3.4 116 6.30 321 2.0 
Kinship not reported............- 17 6.94 179 3.9 10] 5.69 232 2.5 
No kinship, total. ................ 459 7.34 192 3.8 138 6.33 256 2.5 
One year on farm............ 115 8.21 200 4.1 27 6. 22 198 Bid 
miRGsier yotrs. ..°.2..--.-. 2. 344 7.08 190 3.7 111 6.36 271 2.4 
INDIANA. Allen. Bartholomew. 
0 ee ee eee 339 5. 25 173 3.0 41 4.04 114 3.5 
eee = ee eee 127 4.95 165 3.0 12 3. 35 124 2.7 
Kinship not reperied.! ic... ee 35 4.97 154 3.2 17 5. 61 128 4.4 
Pio manmein total. 2. / 2) 8 22S. 177 5. 54 183 3.0 12 2.70 79 3.4 
One year on farm............ 58 6. 23 188 <8: 4 1,55 35 4.5 
All other years............... 119 5. 24 181 2.9 8 3. 08 Q+ 3.3 
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| TABLE 1.—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value on rented farms 
| classified by kinship, color, and period of occwpancy, by counties—Continued. 


Aver- | Aver- | Ratio 
Num-| age age |ofcash| Num- 
ber of | cash value | rent to} ber of | 


) 

| Aver- | Aver-| Ratio 
| 
| 

farms. |jrent per| per land | farms. rent per) per land 
| 


age age | ofcash 
cash | value | rent to 


| 
| acre. | acre. | value. | acre. | acre. | value. 
| INDIANA—Continued. Boone. Franklin. 
} Se piles... +25 28 --- Sys) ok 282 | $8.62 $210 4.1 76 | $3.06 $59 5r2 
| i “IE oe Cn Oe Arr 51 8. 44 224 3.8 30 3.73 78 4.8 
i | Kinship not reported...........-- 8} 8.32 231 3.6 6| 2.25 54 4,2 
|| No iinship, total... ...i:.<...--2- 223 8.68 207 4.2 40 2.69 46 5.8 
i | One year on farm............ 9. 45 208 4.6 6| 2.39 49 4.9 
i | All other years........-..---. 133 8. 23 206 4.0 34 2.73 46 5.9 
1 
| 
| 
Grant. Hamilton 
1] SE ee ONS SR 206 | 7.68| 190| 431 am] 7.51| 197]. 40 
| PO Ft aa eee OF a 44] 7.18 181 4.0 33| 6.68 193 3.5 
Hh} Kinship not reported............. 23 7.01 154 4.6 9 7.25 194 3.7 
H} | INoikanship, total.2...£ s....3.5- 139 7.99 183 4.4 129 1.75 184 4,2 
i" One year on farm. .-.-.......- 47 8.75 184 4.7 47 8.72 187 4.7 
Alkother years....:2.......1- 92} 7.70 183 4,2 82] 7.34 183 4,0 
} 
Hendricks. Henry. 
| 
White, total Beenie ate es fa See ee esece ee d-n- 185 7. 06 172 4.1 110 6. 50 161 4.0 
inshipe.....-2--5---+ 52 --<+-2- 29 6. 52 185 Bh 22 5. 62 172 3.3 
Kinship not reported.........-.-. 40 raf 165 4.7 18 5.61 159 3.5 
Noikinship,-total....... #2-=..152 116 7.01 172 4.1 70 | 7. 06 158 4.5 
One year on farm............ 48 8. 02 170 4,7 28 7. 44 148 5.1 
All other years...........-.-- 68| 6.55| 172| 3.8 42 | 6.84| 164 4.2 
Jay. Madison. 
unite. totals. .....53.5.--iek-.-3.5. 106 5. 09 136 Seid. 211 7.41 182 4.1 
i ESE SAR OH OCR SESE CRROrE ae © 19 4. 53 134 3.4 37 6. 89 190 3.6 
Kinship not reported...........-- 29 5. 59 134 4,2 41 8. 65 214 4.0 
No kinghip, total.<...) 3:4: ...4.4. 58 5.09 138 3.7 133 7.24 171 4.2 
One year on farm...-........ 15 6. 86 145 4.7 49 8. 56 165 5.2 
All other years..............- 43 4.58 136 3.4 84 6. 74 174 3.9 
Marshall. Miami 
White, UCC te | a eS Se Se, Sey a 60 5. 02 150 3.4 70 7. 25 172 4,2 
MAAS oo. js lab d oc's oe Aes 20 4.11 168 2.4 17 6. 90 186 3.7 
Kinship not reported............. 10 5.78 150 3.9 il 7. 20 187 3.9 
No kinship, total................. 30| 5.64 134 4.2 42.) 7.44 161 4.6 
One year on farm...........- 8 5. 86 97 6.1 14 9. 37 171 5.5 
All other years.....-...---.2: 22 5.55 148 Bad 28 6. 64 156 4.3 
Montgomery. Putnam. 
White, totale... (25.55. -4.f8..2 ..22% 163 6.11 | 169 3.6 87 4.41 92 4.8 
Kanshigges 0499.5... 3 Ot. 3. = ik 28 bupe 168 3433 19 4, 35 100 4.4 
Kinship not reported............. 3 6. 35 145 4.4 9 5. 86 144 4.1 
No kinship; total..s.-.2.2/......22 132 6. 24 169 Sul 59 4,15 80 5.2 
One year on farm............ 39 6.72 174 3.9 28 4.75 74 6.4 
Alliother years... .25.....:5 93 6. 04 167 3.6 31 3. 66 84 4.4 
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TABLE 1.—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value on rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


Aver-| Aver- | Ratio Aver- | Aver- | Ratio 


Num-| age age of cash | Num- age | age of cash 
ber of | cash | value |rentto| ber of} cash | value | rent to 
farms. |rent per} per land | farms. jrent per, per land 


acre. acre, value. acre, | acre. value. 


INDIANA—Continued. Shelby. Tipton. 
tiie beteles. .. 055-25, -- tet. 2 -0- 65 | $6.98 $163 4.3 140 | $9.65 $241 4.0 
WANS HRD ra. oo 3 aie SS = te 19 6.95 183 3.8 28 9. 73 247 3.9 
Kinship not reported............- | 1} 6.00 100 6.0 6| 4.03 298 1.4 
No kinanip, total.2....4:.........| 45 | 7.02 156 4,5 106 | 10.17 233 4.4 
One year on farm...........- 25 8, 31 161 5. 2 39 | 11.33 227 5.0 
Allother years.....-..-----.- 20 5. 94 152 3.9 67 9. 63 236 4.1 

Vigo. Wells. 
WMINIEG, TOUTE «2 3. 2 - Fo. so ics ee ee ce 181 4.55 126 3.6 157 6. 50 168 3.9 
Wel) STs Re Bee Se ee ae 22 4, 52 83 5.4 41 6. 42 178 3.6 
Kinship not reported......-.-.-.--- 8 3. 27 151 2.2 16 6. 04 169 3.6 
Ro kenship, total.2... 2.22... <. 151 4,71 130 3.6 100 6. 60 164 4.0 
One year on farm.......-.-.. 57 5. 29 110 4.8 33 7. 36 159 4.6 
Allobher years.....::5....-.+ | 94 4,51 137 3.3 | 67 6. 28 172 3.8 

| 
Iowa. Adair Audubon. 
| 

a Cs a 555 6. 16 201 5 He | 372 8. 04 264 3.0 
La: a ee ae 125 5. 74 209 2.7 115 7.22 279 2.6 
Kinship not reported.-..........-- 127 6.15 212 2.9 8 8.61 203 4,2 
No kinship, total. 2. ..2..22.---.-. 303 6. 34 193 3.3 249 8.41 259 3.2 

One year on farm. .....-..... 141 6. 83 192 3:5 113 9. 31 256 3.6 
All other years.............-. 162 5. 95 193 3.1 136 7.69 262 2.9 
Benton Boone. 

WWEMIG, (ODM io. eo tess esses 811 7.70 277 2.8 541 6. 32 263 2.4 
Lo i ee a ee ee ee oe 256 7.13 293 2.4 156 6. 04 281 2.2 
Kinship not reported............. 20 laa 233 Srl 41 6. 60 285 2.3 
Wakinstip, total: .....0225.....-; 535 8.00 270 3.0 344 6. 42 253 2.5 

QOnetyearon'farin. .:\....-..: 227 8.70 259 3.4 138 6. 67 236 2.8 
All‘other years.....-...,....: 308 7.55 277 2.7 206 6. 28 263 2.4 
U 
Buchanan Carroll, 
Gee 2 a i a re 562 5. 96 179 3.3 635 7.75 286 re | 
MSE cadet cade Sots ced 5s 123 5. 40 173 3.1 258 7.16 288 2.5 
Kinship not reported............. 33 6.22 189 353 45 7.61 298 2.6 
No kinship; totel.:>..-........... 406 6.13 180 3.0 332 8.26 282 2.9 
One year on farm.....-....... 175 6. 67 180 3.7 108 9. 04 276 3.3 
PAWOUNCY VOUS: 20 5))5.05056 231 5. 79 179 3.2 224 7. 94 285 2.8 
Cedar. Cherokee. 

Shy LL, | A 479 8.99 264 3.4 803 8. 66 306 2.8 
i > SEE GPR BE be ol (CE | ee ey oe 202 8.14 321 2.5 
Kinship not “eported...........-.. 16 6. 36 193 3.3 4 7.02 304 2.3 
No Kinship, total... .............: 463 8. 07 267 3.0 597 8. 84 301 2.9 

One year on farm. ........... 156 9. 91 269 got 239 9.68 298 3.2 
All other years............... 307 8. 66 266 3.13 358 8. 34 303 2.8 
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TABLE 1.—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value on rented farms-_ 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


| 
Aver- | Aver-| Ratio po Aver- | Ratio 


Num-| age age |ofcash| Num-| age age | ofcash 
ber of | cash | value |rentto!| berof | cash | value | rent to 
farms. jrent per; per land | farms. |rent per| per land 
- acre. | acre. | value. acre. | acre. | value. 
Iowa—Continued. Clarke. Clinton. 
} 
iWwdante, tobabse : . 2.22582. .2 Bet). 26) 199 | $5.55 $154 3.6 802 | $7.41 $215 3.5 } 
ponret,. =. 39.4. 2D ee 83,4] 4:98 164 2.9 206 | 7.16 216 3.3 
Kinship not reported.--........--. 41 5.35 148 3.6 157 7.23 210 3.4 
No ‘kinship, total: J. . 228252. ...2- 125 5.81 154 3.8 439 7.59 215 3.5 
One’ yeation‘farm . .)..... 32>. 63 6.39 149 4.3 136 8. 82 207 4.3 
Ailother years... 240. 2.-2 52 62 oa0 158 3.4 303 7.11 219 Rs! 
Crawford. Dallas. 

Wunlite sbopale: 5. oe 2asense. be 842 7.51 260 2.9 307 wood 248 3.0 
Kanshipe! 4. fb <2 2k 2 38 325 6. 87 265 2.6 86 8.17 269 3.0 
Kinship not reported............. 30 Wat 239 3.0 45 7.08 236 3.0 
No kinship, total .. 220: .--.-22 } 487 7.95 259 B el! 176; 7.01 240 2.9 

One year on farm. ..........- 157; °8. 98 252 3.5 65 7.56 227 3.3 
Albother years... /.03.....2 |. 3805) 7.59 262 2.9 lil 6.75 246 ag 
Fayette. Greene 
ft 

Malte toval..- =. chases aceosss ssi oe 584 5. 01 170 2.9 270 7.36 287 2.6 
RISBD pe os 520s gee = 2 essen s toe 135 4.61 179 2.6 58 6.52 294 252 
Kinship not reported..-........-- 54 4.78 167 209 57 7.26 282 2.6 
Notkinship, total=— -- 2-5.20--- +4: 395 4.19 168 2.5 155 | 6.72 286 Pas 

One year on farm. -..........-. 148 5. 94 173 3.4 59 8.95 304 2.9 
Ailother-years- = s72--.-.25 247 4.79 165 2.9 96 | 7.10 277 2.6 
| 
Guthrie. Hamilton 
Wihite total... <.22c5<6-<-2 22a:-::4 320 6. 36 210 3.0 340 7.15 | 272 2 
i APece boa Sep apt sek sees feet 71 6.15 230 2.4 114 6. 87 280 2 
Kinship not reported..-..-.-.....-- 38 6.61 222 3.0 35 7.15 287 2 
No kinship, total. -. -. i. <:.--.- 2: 211 6. 36 200 3.2 191 7.31 265 2 
One year on farm............. 92 6.68 191 3.5 66 7.70 264 2. 
Atl oiheryears. ..-b .<.-.-4u2 119 6.14 207 3.0 125 7.10 266 2. 
Hancock. Ida 
Waite, total. -... 5.25.5-.< ssn ---aek 283 5.13 204 2.5 537 8.91 306 2. 
foe ee es eee rs § 93 4.98 214 2.3 188 8.45 314 2 
Kinship not reported...-........-.. 13 5.30 218 2.4 9 8.41 310 2 
No-kinship ; totals. =<. =: aes =-= 128 177 5. 20 198 2.6 340 9. 16 302 3 
One year on farm. ........... 5. 96 193 Sak 130} 10.04 300 3 
All other years............... 119 4. 92 199 2.5 210 8. 66 304 2. 
Iowa. Jackson. 

pe i a ee ee aes 508 7.69 240 3.2 360 5. 06 146 3 
GMS pee. oot cece. Seeks 2 ede 181 7.17 250 2.9 146 4.12 133 3. 
Kinship not reported............-. 28 6.11 213 2.9 25 6. 20 152 4, 
No'kinship, total;. .-. =. -c.2--< 2 299 8. 06 236 3.4 189 5. 87 158 3. 

One year on farm............. 145 8. 90 224 4.0 62 6. 32 162 a 
All other years... ...<...--.<-: ™ 154 7.38 245 3.0 127 5. 68 157 3. 
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TaBLeE 1.—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value on rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by couwnties—Continued. 


} | 
| Aver- | Aver- | Ratio | Aver- | Aver- | Ratio 
Num-| age age | ofcash| Num- age age | ofcash 
ber of | cash | value | rent to| berof | cash | value | rent to 
farms. |rent per} per land | farms. |rent per} per land 
acre. | acre. | value. | acre. | acre. | value. 


TowA—Continued. Jasper. Johnson. 
ST ee a 436 | $7.56] $248 3.0 419 | $7.98] $229 3.5 
eiepesianepn se er A = SEES oie ie 7,11 252 2.8 162 7.50 231 3.2 
Kinship not reported..........-.. 54| 7.73 258 3.0 15] 8.50 214 4.0 
Weaaesiatis, AOS SOF. 28D. 261 | 7.75 244 3.2 | 242 | 8.30 229 3.6 
One year onfarm............. 105} 8.51 233 3.6 95 |i:::9556. Wn ae 4.1 
AWoiher yeats .:>.2222--2.2:- 156 7. 26 251 2.9 147 7.59: | 227 3.3 
Jones Keokuk 
Oh ee re 449 7. 02 202 3.5 333 7.20 | 216 3.3 
Wn ee eee 115 6.61 205 BAe 79 6. 88 236 2.9 
Kinship not reported............- 21| 7.28] 203! 3.6 30} 5.97} 174 35 
MNomamseip. total: - ©. F250: - 313 7.16 201 3.6 224 7. 48 214 | 3.5 
One year on farm............_. 126 7. 63 199 3.8 106 8.93 | . 222 | 4.0 
A@uMener years. ....20-...2 2. 187 6. 90 203 3.4 118 6.46 | 208 | 3.1 
| 
Linn. Lyon. 
Weiter t Oia ee 2 oS Bz SSS. LS 767 6. 87 213 3.2 827 8.17 311 2.6 
“ESTES Tir 1 dese hee sae a = eee 185 6.09 214 2.9, 183 7.47 318 2.4 
Kinship not reported... -.....-..-. 23 6. 62 207 3.2 a 8. 42 337 2.5 
Nig kaaship. fotal.- 529.2... - 559 7.18 213 3.4 640 8. 36 309 2.7 
One year onfarm.........-... 215 7. 96 215 S387) 238 8. 81 305 2.9 
AMocher years... 122 ..... 344 6.76 213 3.2 402 8.13 311 2.6 
| Madison. Marshall. 
MSI tities = tee oe St 331 6.31 193 3.3 490 15 255 2.8 
i pees 3 ee ee 71 6. 36 212 3.0 148 6.88 267 2.6 
Kinship not reported............. 43 5.47 195 2.8 14 7.59 277 2.7 
No kinship, total..._..-.........- 217| 6.45 186 3.5 298° | 7,28 248 2.9 
One year onfarm............ 118 6.70 171 3.9 95 8. 48 231 So 
All other years...........--. 99 6. 21 200 3.1 233 6. 91 254 2.7 
Muscatine. Osceola 
LS aes Se 435} 7.16.) 29] 2.9). 442) 6.73. 257 2.6 
0 SE eae 132] 6.42] 260] 2.5 93} 6.26| 256 2.5 
Kinship not reported... .......-.. 25 7.97 281 2.8 3 5.00 220 2.3 
ji) ee 278 7.47 240 3.4 346 6. 89 258 2.7 
One year onfarm............ 97 8. 20 216 3.8 131 7.68 265 2.9 
All other years. .............. 181 7.10 251 2.8 215 6.48 254 2.6 
Plymouth Polk 
White, total eee ee ee Nee 1, 026 7.14 274 2.6 432 7.29 267 2.7 
2 eS eee 311} 6.69| 297] 2.3 |. 618| 23 2.3 
Kinship not reported............. 100| 7.12 286 2.5 38 | 7.66 297 2.6 
No kinship, total..............-..- 615 7.37 260 2.8 322 7.56 263 2.9 
One year onfarm..........-.. 191 8. 25 253 a3 107 8.97 292 3.1 
All other years. .............. 424 7.01 264 2.7 215 7.10 254 2.8 
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TaBLE 1.—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value on rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


Iowa—Continued. 


Wihite, total... 22.42. - 
Kanships. .... ti 2.- 


Kinship notreported...........-. 


No kinship, total... 


One year onfarm. ........-.. 


Allother years. - 


Wihite, total. ...../0..%.. 
Kanships. 2.4 nevi. 


Kinship not reported 


No kinship, total... - 


One year onfarm.........-.-- 


All other years. . 


White, total:.-....55.2.. 
keinshipe.. sh. 2.b 


Kinship not reported.........---- 


No kinship, total... - 


@One:year onfarm : 52... ...-.: 


Allother years. . 


Wihnte* totals... 4 .2.- 


IRSIDSHID Se). 4:5 0ee olen ck Selo ck oe 


Kinship not reported 


Noikanship; total.5. 3... 220: ... Ae. 


One year onfarm 


All other years. ............-- 


Mite, totals... 0s sFe0.) She a. 
INSHIM S623. Ge.00. 22 dee eset ee 


Kinship not reported 


No kinship; total.o.. ..0)...55.2: 


One year on farm 


AlVother years<...2)5...-i8- 


WYRE; TGERES . 5s dn nak doses oes 
IKGINSHIDH ia: sth ato c Hod tele o sctcieters 


Kinship not reported 


No‘kdnship; totals: .....+ s2.¢...2.%. 


One year onfarm 


wee tee www ewes 


Alvother years. ...:.0...-.-02 


Aver- | Aver- 
Num-| age age 
ber of | cash | value 
farms. |rent per} per 
acre. | acre. 


Poweshiek. 


939 | $7.86 $255 
73 7. 02 288 
125 7.40 225 
201 8.50 265 
83 9.31 264 
118 7. 97 266 


228 6. 81 257 
131 6.75 248 
484 ee 245 
115 7.92 245 
369 7.04 245 
Story. 
338 8. 06 295 
100 7.62 304 
12 8. 88 258 
226 8.18 295 
83 8. 88 286 
143 7. 82 299 
Union. 


Wapello. 
273 6. 26 184 
45 5.69 191 
34 4.91 151 
194 6. 64 187 
82 7.29 183 
112 6. 21 190 
Winneshiek. 


343 4, 52 150 
117 4, 25 152 

6 4.75 153 
220 4.67 149 
82 4. 97 147 
138 4.48 150 


Aver- | Aver- | Ratio 


age |ofcash 


cash | value | rent to 
rent per| per land 
acre. | acre. | value. 


Sac. 
$8. 55 $329 2.6 
8.10 336 2.4 
7.00 199 Abia) 
8. 83 325 27 
9.98 304 RAS} 
8.31 335 2.5 

Sioux 
9.13 341 rast 
8.05 342 2.4 
9.67 332 2.9 
9. 36 342 ONT 
10.17 335 3.0 
8.94 345 2.6 

Tama 
7.29 263 2.8 
6. 98 280 2.5 
6. 21 222 2.8 
7. 44 257 2.9 
8.05 247 3h 
7.14 262 27: 
Van Buren. 

44 iB) 33 

.43 140 S52 

. 44 92 SUE 

48 132 3.4 

49 134 4.1 

131 apt 
Winnebago. 

47 188 2.9 
5.14 184 2.8 
5. OL 243 Zak 
5. 61 187 3.0 
6.17 190 BAGS 
520 186 2.8 

Wright 
6.16 232 2.7 
5.77 245 2.4 
6.15 227 2:7 
6.35 228 2.8 
6. 96 225 3.1 
5.98 228 2.6 
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Tasie 1.—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value on rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


Aver- | Aver- | Ratio Aver- | Aver- | Ratio 
Num- age age |ofcash| Num- age age |ofcash 
ber of | cash | value |rent to] berof| cash | value |rent to 
farms. |rent per| per land | farms. |rent per} per land 
acre. acre. | value. acre. acre. | value. 
KANSAS, Allen. Anderson. 

White, total....... Recs tetas enet af 180 | $2.14 $67 3.2 177 | $2.18 $62 3.5 
Oe 3 ee a ee 22 2. 08 62 3 4 35 2. 06 64 3.2 
Kinship not reported..-......---- 21 1.99 69 2.9 40 2.21 56 3.9 
M@m@ship, total’. ---225...2..i.2 137 2:17 67 A} v2 102 BON 63 og 

One year on farm -..---.---..-. 51 2. 46 63 3.9 } 35 2. 60 66 3.9 
AM other years:...22)...-....< 86 2. 04 69 3.0 67 2. 06 61 | 3.4 
Brown Butler 

Son, ASR ee | 133] 4.64] 194] 24] 368] 2.15 58 3:7 
Sl: Sai Tea ee | 47 | 4.40 201 223 51] 2.14 60 3.5 
Kinship not reported.-.-.........- 8 4.15 169 2.5 63 2.37 57 4.1 
Woranship, total. ...225.5.-5..5 78 4,84 191 2.5 254 2. 09 57 3.7 

One year on farm.--.-........ 31 5.77 170 3. 4 98 2.34 59 4.0 
Adt other years. 50. -.... 226. 47 4. 40 201 2.2 156 1.97 56 3.5 


fe) 
¢ 
8 
= 
q 


SIT Oe a ea Sees 
Kinship not reporied........-..... 
INe@lkinship, GOtal «<1. $2350.52 0% 
One year on. farm.!:.........). 
AM other years. ...32.....02-5 
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Crawford. Douglas. 


Kinship not reported............. 
Noanship, dotal...2. 05.2...) f0 
One year on farm...-......... 
Alfother years. -./)....-...0. 


a> 
or 
$2 ye we 0 G9 Go 
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Franklin. Jackson. 


Se es 


One year on farm............ 
ATL Other Years... .....ececeses 


Cc 
for) 
WNNNWNN 
He GO &> On 
a1 
Q0 N 
$9 99 90 oO BO Go 
mi BO AID 
ao 
rs 
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2 
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Jefferson. Lyon. 


CNEIMAER rele Poca dea nen jssances 
gies ee ee se ee 
Kinship not reported............. 
Nomanship; total: ........-....-.. 

One year.on farm............. 
Bill OLNGF VATS... ...2-.--..0- 
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_ 
2 
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ae 
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or 
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eS eee as 282 F E : 
Kinshi 


94 


KANsAS—C ontinued. 


One year on farm---.-_.-.. 22. 


Wo kinship, tetak. ._b $55... 265% 
One year on farm..--......... 
AM other. years: 85.) 5 


eee ee 


Ore year on-farm. 2....._ 25: 32 
AM other years. ..222....i2 4% 


AdUother years..2%520. 2.5. dz 


White, eee oe ee 
MAHSHID . Cos eft o  at o ek 
Kinship not reported.-.-.-........ 
Nokinship, total... 74207. fs 

@Gue year on farm !:_..-. 5s. 
AM other years. £22L2-...2 02 


i 


One year on farm.--.......... 


‘AD other. Years. 0 Jf: 25-2 22% 


SSSauk 
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TaBLE 1 —Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value on rented farms — 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


Aver- | Aver- 
age age 
eash value 

rent per) per 
acre acre. 
McPherson. 
$3.33 $107 
3. 24 108 
4. 86 132 
3. 37 106 
4.08 116 
3.18 104 
2. 63 82 
2. 58 88 
2:25 76 
2.68 81 
3.18 102 
2.47 72 
Nemaha. 
3. 51 124 
3.18 128 
3. 65 142 
3.71 120 
4.36 129 
3. 52 118 
Reno 
3.18 92 
3. 89 117 
3. 89 107 
2. 73 78 
2.56 72 
2.85 83 
| 
Wabaunsee 
2. 40 64 
1.95 60 
3. 13 92 
2. 60 64 
2. 96 64 
2.47 64 


Ratio Aver | Aver- | Ratio 
of cash | Num- age- age |ofcash 
rent to| berof| cash | value | rent to 

land | farms. jrent per} per land 
value. acre. acre. | value. 

Marion 
3.1 188 | $3.35 $92 Sue 
3.0 26 2. 56 86 3.0 
Sad 7 2.18 75 2.9 
gan 155 3. 55 93 3.8 
3.5 48 3. 26 87 Sak 
aii 107 3. 67 96 3.8 

Morris 
3.2 201 2.53 69 ell 
2.9 31 2. 20 64 3.4 
3.0 26 25h 67 Sok 
3.3 144 2.61 71 FY 
3.1 47 3. 42 71 4.8 
a5 97 Dade 71 aed 


2.8 283 2. 44 71 3.4 
2.5 63 2. 46 75 3.3 
2.6 37 2.58 68 3.8 
3.1 183 2. 41 70 3.4 
3.4 41 2. 66 68 3.9 
3.0 142 2. 36 71 3.4 
3.5 3.3 
3.3 3.0 
3.6 2.4 
3.5 3.4 
3.6 4.2 
3.4 3. 4 
3.7 

8 Bay eae ees thee - F--2- 
5 A es ee eed eee) 
CP Ee Beene) Peete nen Bape ser Fase 
cy iy ne ce ae Re a 
3.9 
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TaBLE 1.— Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value on rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counttes—Continued. 


White. Negro 
Aver- | Ratio R Aver- | Ratio 
Nu fis oe of cash | Num- PL as e |ofcash 
ber of a er| Value | rent to | ber of ies er| Value | rent to 
farms. |'° aes per | land | farms. a ee per | land 
€- | acre. | value. &- | acre. | value. 
KENTUCKY. 
Bourbon 
QMO OS eet ee ene a ae aes 81 | $10.37 $241 4.3 2 $9. 55 $159 6.0 
OS ing: a ae eseeer cee . 12 9. 69 268 3.6 0. . Ol csse sei). Soe See eee 
Kinship not reported........---. 8 | 10.20 278 Bil |ccsed - (ed ged Pee aes |e 
MiG kansnip, total. - 22.2... 22.2.5 61} 10.54 230 4.6. .| adie in'sie| Sev wiees| 32 eta ee 
One:year on farm......./..-: 23)| 12. 48 237 iB lo ovine os We. Lh ees ee 
AWother years =....-.-.. 4-5-2 38 9. 66 227 4.3 2 9. 55 159 6.0 
Christian: 
NOL eee ee Oo ae Bo 49 3. 03 79 3.8 14 6. 41 49 13.0 
2 oT. [Sek i ese oer 21 2. 25 53 ADE Ne sop mel ooo ace bel teeter 
Kinship not reported. . pl epee 1 3. 00 57 ace bein aae eae cose e [ oral 52 UST pe ee 
Manaestien, totals 50... .. 5-8-2 27 3.38 92 Sd ba cuciman~.a|aic oe See oo Saeed ee 
Onevyearon farm... 2-3.2 11 4.94 81 6.1 6 4.47 62 Jing 
MANIVOtHer Vieats dhe. ..222.07-2 16 2. 99 95 3.2 8 7. 43 43 Vie 
Clark: 
PEO he Sek Sok odie c wc tts! 82 8. 24 198 4.2 3 7.24 278 256 
DS ee ee et ae 23 8. 42 249 IC a Phe ie | Se ane SoS 8 
Kinship not reported. . at Ses 8 | 10.74 144 inc Ni lara ES alll SEE 2125S 
INopkmShips total: ys... 255. 8-2-: 51 7. 86 175 Aid lhe oncieve. chil Searees BERENS tet henl ere Se ere 
One-year on farm). 5. 2-..-.5-.. 19 9. 05 129 7.0 1 7.00 140 5.0 
AULOtWeE Vearsy 22 xe. 5 oo ds Ss 32 7.49 189 | 4.0 2 WD5 284 2.6 
Davies: 
OLS Saks ate Se San Aes Agree es ae 107 5. GO 157 3.8 5 4.79 84 tart 
{POG NIC ais See aes 21S eee Coe 5.6L 94 DiGi etc tees leek Sei) See ae eee 
Kinship not Fenériéd! 5 Se La apes 28 6. 91 169 Sh ee ee Ie erre nelle react BL 
Nowanship total: 223 Y. 2222222 75 5. 48 154 Sta eepeios|| race eerel et acti cae) iio Oe ht 
One yearon farm! :..°. 2. 3.: 21 5. 03 115 4.4 2 8. 57 157 550 
Aother years: S22... 2 2.2. 2 54 5. 59 165 3.4 3 3. 24 54 6.0 
Fayette 
“SY E5 ea a a, 89 11. 00 317 3.5 2 12. 60 204 6.2 
HST GLa] 0 fee Ot ee eee ee 10 8.74 311 DF Sal we oh Obici ciel eles one eee 
Kinship not reported............ tp La) 13},86 348 A OO ors ol Nolita sdelee ont eee 
Nosamship; total: =... oS. < 65.| 10.85 313 Dae [ced ote snc] Peete Se 
One ‘year on farm: 22.225... 29 17. 07 369 BEOM |e.cisos 2 oce:| See OL oe eee 
ATONE VEarsi <2. 2... Ss 2.2 36 8. 08 288 2.8 2 Apt Qe 6O 204 6.2 
Henderson: 
NUE: [hee aR aa 121 6.10 107 ond, 22 5. 68 93 6.1 
[STOIC N 0) RRs Ge a 13 4. 09 113 BiG: hose ccc clots. -cal DS. seer | eee 
Kinship not reported...........- 11 6.10 154 He Oh le Secale «| icdkioe <ileacs See | ee ee 
Nolanshiqy totals. jo: 2.2. Se. 97 6. 47 100 650) cenesic 22 | Pace rere ee es ee 
One year on farm............ 32 6. 61 91 ee, 7 4. 09 70 5.8 
PULOUIEL ViGaES - foe ec 65 6. 42 103 6.2 15 6.11 100 6.1 
e 
Jessamine 
ENOL 8 le: pesca sale is ae ee 32 G53 212 3.6 1 4.17 100 4.2 
Ita Ghat 1) Soe Es SR 9 7.03 249 De ON ee oe Gee we ae ee 
Kinship not reported............ Opies teat Poe ries St, eval crests Le Saltese eal cose cnc] eee oem Sue ee 
WNorkmship otal... siete. 23 7.75 195 4:10. ers oe 2 Reuss ee 
Oneiyearon farm s¢202220 02. tes LP 4L 185 6.2 1 4.17 100 4.2 
PU OLMer Lyears: 3. sec6s 52 8.n- 16 6. 73 198 3.4 Q)-| beget pre lo esc. tae ce eee 
Madison 
GU HIm pre ee Ne rae ey ote biceta 141 7.24 116 6.2 1 7. 02 126 5.6 
SIRI SHU ere oe Poke 17 8.19 144 ST (el |S (IU emer |e oS 
Kinship not reported 3 ATG SN nes A 4.) 10.72 166 Ooo sees ea la oe conle ne le 
Mo kinship, total’ <i 22 csc... 120 6. 94 109 Gi2 esos eters all. cc 
Oneryearjon farm 2520 2 oo 4] 9.00 115 TES 4 371 71 5.2 
mlisotheryears 2252225226. 79 5. 86 105 5.6 7 7.38 132 5.6 | 
me arn fee re Se | | ee a) eee) een nm | 
Mercer: | 
Total. MRR REC oa ctaje aa cisic aku c/s oe {1 6.47 133 4.9 3 2.90 60 4.8 
Icio Calo) See a on rd ae 8 4.06 148 | Bets 255k Cl oneal Oe a en eee 
Kinship not reported...........- 2 4: 83 104 Bil | acces eal arate Sel oc cee eee 
4 NG KInsnip wOLals So 5522. k 34 7:33 129 Siti ook sl Te toceah Sen. cena. cee 
_ Oneyearion farm. -: 622.2... 18 9 65 131 7.4 2 2. 76 62 4.4 
All other RIES lode. ss cine ats 16 6. 00 128 4.7 1 3.33 53 63 
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TaBLE 1.—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value on rented farms — 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


White. Negro. 
Aver- | Aver- | Ratio Aver- | Aver- 
Num- age age |ofcash| Num- age age 
ber of | cash | value | rent to; berof | cash | value 
farms. |rent per} per land | farms. |rent per} per 
acre. | acre. | value. acre. | acre. 
KENTUCKY—Continued. 
Scott: 
Motalee te. sdsbetees tke ce go ko ae 45 | $6.95 $184 5 otal ane Eitan got as | 
RCINSHID eh jo cS. ane eae 7 8. 29 157 LSS Eo ee eee ee eR pee eel ge 
Kinship not reported.........--- 3 4. 93 250 Qi0 ros Se Ree eee 
NoKinship; total: _..52.c.e.. 2 35 6. 89 183 B58 2) Sto 
One year on farm...........- 14 7.73 177 sO MEER IG eer bast ianis Re\[eoe a5 - 
Adsothen yeats. 0... U3.4 21 6. 36 186 3 Vir TE) RA Feet Bid (hea oa oe 
Todd: 
Moraes. 54a. CAL eS 22 3. 66 70 Dae Ul S1s37, $72 
MSI Gr, 5 <8) o5ce ot cece ccs ee 6 4.30 95 AB |: Si se 25s h2lt = See ee 
Kinship not reported..........-- 2 2.18 23 O23). tes ch] epee |s esee el pee 
No veinshin, total.22fooc.ce<s. 428 14 3. 42 60 Bed ha oe ee Oe ae 
One year,on farm.) 22-2. 2.4 6 5. 20 86 6.0 2 4. 38 53 
Altothen yeas: .) 7... 54 8 2. 02 39 a! 5 7.58 7133 
Woodford: 
POG APS SS. fi PS Secs Feb oe coe 25 8.31 195 4.2 a, 4. 23 62 
GTISOUD aos hire Staats Cha eee 4 8. 57 292 7 al ee ae ee BIR bee eo, - 
Kinship not reported........-..- 1 8. 00 30 26.00 hoa 2 ae ee |e eee 
ING kanship, total - <.)..,.2cccuk Ser 20 8. 23 176 AT oh rete ee tae anes 
One year on farm..........-- Zi 8. 40 153 5.5 (oI ee peice aloe =~ 
Alttother years. <2.%.50..183 13 8.18 183 4.5 2 4. 23 62 
LOUISIANA. 
Acadia: 
Opal se eas. - eis cs ates ond cece oes 19 5. 04 96 Dee Ul BSD Reena ESAS hs'S- onc - 
GUIS pee oe eee ee 3 4,53 107 Ts ed bated mS Se |[ ee os =~ 
Kinship not reported..-........-- 1:| 10: 20 63 160-242 on 3 | Sen | ee 
No kinship, total................. 15| 4.96 90 ae eR CR ae 
One year on farm..-.......--- 6 5. 57 80 00. pot tht Zc Saar eee 
Aill-otheryears:2o2. 226 9 4. 62 96 4.8 | wees coc] Cedtecos Sle ee os eer 
Assumption: 
OGM OS oo 2 Socemnced. cade Cece. eee 47 4, 42 63 70 1 1.25 60 
WGITISKD see cet te ot ho ee toe Mee 13 3. 50 64 Dad: Vor Dat | ocacee tele = bene eee 
Kinship not reported..........--- 1 4. 50 60 As TREE RI es eer gee) 8 
Nokinship, total: 22. 25.215.2222 33 4.78 62 We Tree oe le | ee eee 
One year on farm.:........-- 11 5. 25 63 8.3 OP oEtt eee te eee 
A other*years<sacie. st foe 22 4.61 62 7.4 1 1. 25 60 
_ eel 
Claiborne: 
GANS rm wialoie bin cntwiceemvaciaacsoS shee 49 1. 94 32 6.0 103 2.64 22 
RSTISUID eons oa Se Gere Seat Oo us 2. 26 20 VL. O22 .222 2c) ee< once eases Aeon 
Kinship not reported..........--- 4 2, 22 39 9.7; | ce bacon lyoace och eeome ae eee 
Noikinship, totals: -..2:...2.-. =: 38 1. 84 35 5:3) ictase er eee eel eee 
One year on farm..-....-....- 19 2. 07 30 6.9 18 2.74 21 
Alt-other years: s2--25--s 2-2 19 1. 56 40 3.9 85 2. 62 22 
East Carroll: 
AUC | Soe Se ee ie Se eS 25 6. 86 til 9.7 240} 12.17 114 
TEST AGA Ce eS ee me ee eS 1, 10.00 100 LODO en ie Poll ccd cn clemiet ace: ane 
Kinship not reported.......--..-- Ofte wc csceh eee Saat s oo Recetas ele, socecs ns er 
INO Kinship, totals... 2... -.5-<: 24 6. 84 70 Ob 7 ist Bolo) se eee aes ele eee 
Q@ne year'on farm. -/....)-.2:. 13 9. 93 113 8.8 98 | 12.52 101 12.4 
Adl-othersyears 2.6525. 22 5. t= 6 st 64 9.9 142} 11.94 121 9.8 
Theria: 
DR OUAL Soe tiawiitts dteecree ta ae is,c0 se 2 26 5.98 75 8.0 9 4. 81 87 5.5 
LSTCE 1 Rea RE ARES Serene ae 5! 4.50 57 T.9Avo2.2 05.) .- <ccsele sete eee 
Kanship not reported’. inac 26 -24\.0% once. Ve bn oS el ek eteee|ecmet ob ole cotee Sel concen leaner eee 
No kinship, total2. ..|.2.20.-.--5; 21| 6.42 80 8. OL [2 coc l eecere en dee 
One year on farm..-.......--. 8 4.45 102 4.4 2 4.75 75 6.3 
All-other ‘years |... 22.2 2.22222 13, 7.00 74 9.5 7 4, 82 89 5.4 
Lafayette: 
i ae aes Sees oF oy F, 48| 5.20 86 6.1 13 [8:33 125 7.3 
IRSNSHIp eisccse~cknce ac aaae sneer 15 4.92 90 5. Bo 5 2cc wcle|s eo steadall Penis ee ae 
Kinship not reported..........-... On ick seen |cesed eolemce seta loccconmc eee toe | Genet eee 
No kinship, total:<...222.-22.s22 33 5. 31 84 6:3 |e oe alee eemeelanceeece ieee 
One year on farm: 225. 25:32 7 rele 90 7.9 6 8.95 117 7.6 
All-other years o20s2e~ occ = ee 26 4.95 83 5.9 Zl 9. 28 131 fel 
| : - —————— 
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TABLE 1.—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value on rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


White. Negro. 


Aver- | Aver- | Ratio Aver- | Aver- Ratio 
Num- age age |ofcash| Num- age age | of cash 
ber of | cash value |rent to| ber of | cash value | rent to 
farms. |rent per| per land | farms. jrent per} per | land 

acre. acre. | value. acre. acre. | value. 


Madison: 
ac i Es Bes aiel ee Sa ES 12| $5.12 $59 8.7 56 | $8.99 $62 14.4 
[ESHER OO 43e:- aS Gear anne 1 1.09 51 Dok [a cane ot el myers oneal aeea epee 
Kinship not reported......-.-.-.- ee haga ee ete mate Sale ala cam «|e ow de ie | ayeiminye ol hk ee 
Nomansnipy, total. -.- 22-22-5502... 11 7.66 64 Al Ue aReeeane \sareecbolecenaet een 
Oneryear on farm... .-...-.--- 4 8. 63 71 12.1 10 | 10.38 7 15.5 
AlWothor years .....2.-=-2-.-<- 7 7.51 63 12.0 46 8. 72 62 14, 2 
Rapides: 
ING) Fila es ee 195 5. 03 86 5.9 171 7.33 148 5.0 
JOS ER Oa eee ee 24 4,95 65 faOWcmtenmes|a<scecad|e ese sae eee 
Kinship not reported............- 17 3.18 51 Go lore mare ee 02 oe = in| oie 
No kinship, total......... smelogicde 154 5. 29 98 Dr slwisee wre dios secokS es ceed ee ee 
One year/onfarm:: ....-.2..:: 7 6. 42 99 6.5 24 8. 63 84 10.3 
Al other years .. 35....-.0/.3- 84 4.61 97 4.7 147 7.08 160 4,4 
St. Landry 
UGH tes Ae aaeeSoS eens eae 59 4. 58 72 6.4 41 4.61 68 6.8 
ee eee 6 3. 85 74 Be 2 Wide wien acs lattes <tobocmee suse 
Kinship not reported..........--. VN ee 8 Se AE SE le Se cee) mee Ae Ve oie sie <a 
No: Kinship, total.-...........-2-. 53 4.74 71 [OLN or Oe) ennicses {n'ont ate = eee 
One year on farm..........-. 17 4.15 61 6.8 16 5. 48 73 dod 
All other years............--- 36 5. 16 79 6.5 25 4.12 65 6.3 
Tensas: 
ee ie a isia, oxi oo ci sin ns> cl at'5 16 2. 42 77 3.1 29 9. 29 79 18 
LoL Cs re IH Reeedesy EES Se Get Re” Pee in Bi ee Se i ee ee \ciigin opaq=|= aaa 
Kinship not reported............- Qalsctene dal seateate=Noaatecinn se oicteeect Paeeere cots Waites fete 2 | See 
Momwship, fotal......----..- 16 2. 42 wal id Dad be aim acsverel orange Style | ~pelaiw nol ee ae 
One wyear.on farm. = - 4.2... 5 5. 98 27 22. 2 2 9.15 ae 11.9 
FAUUNU DIGS: Ch 11 2. 16 81 Ft 27 9. 30 - 80 lily) 
Union: 
a2 0 ee ee 31 1. 84 18 10.5 14 86 19 4.4 
To AD eS eee ee 6 2. 29 15 16. Filme octal s «cw tn ete 
Kinship not reported............. 1 4. 80 80 60 s\n .o.5 eee tSIOs ee 28s Jee 
WNoimmship, total...) 22. ... 5.4... 24 1.75 18 9.8 [iceman eales Lear tle ee eee 
One year on farm............ 12 2.34 21 11.4 2 eal, 17 7.0 
Pol (A (a a 12 Vel 15 7.4 12 .85 20 4.3 
Aver- | Aver- | Ratio Aver- | Aver- | Ratio 
Nuin- age age |ofcash| Num- age age |ofcash 
ber of | cash | value |rent to] berof] cash | value | rent to 
farms. jrent per} per land | farms. |rent per} per land 
acre. | acre. | value. acre. | acre. | value. 
MASSACHUSETTS. Berkshire. Franklin. 
eS lo ane aaa 185 | $1.66 $41 4.0 59 | $2.26 $38 5.9 
PSIDAIPRIME eee on =... 22 oe ss... 16 1.21 35 3.5 13 3. 49 52 6.8 
Kinship not reported............. 31 1.71 41 4,2 4 1.72 29 5.9 
Masitisaip,; total... 2.5552. 02.22° 138 Tt 42 4.1 42 1.70 33 5.2 
One year on farm............ 45 1.92 34 5.6 19 1.37 21 6.4 
mal other-years .. .i....---.2-.. 93 1.61 46 3.5 23 2. 04 45 4.6 
Hampden. Hampshire. 
oR ee 54 2. 24 64 3.5 52 2.74 67 4.1 
oT Oe ere 4 2.14 92 2.3 15 3. 66 94 3.9 
Kinship not reported............. 11 3.77 67 5.8 12 1. 82 59 3.1 
mo winehip, total.................: 39 2. 01 61 3.3 25 2. 48 53 4.7 
One year on farm............ 20 ya 62 2.8 8 1, 02 33 3.1 
MOUSE YOSIS- .. << + .- 52 .c0% 19 2.39 60 4.0 17 3. 46 67 5.2 
75462°—24 7 
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TaBLE 1 —Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value on rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. _ 


Aver- | Aver- | Ratio Aver- | Aver- | Ratio 
Num- age age |ofcash| Num-| age age |ofcash 
ber of | cash | value |rentto| berof | cash | value | rent to 
farms. |rent per} per land | farms. |rent per} per land 

acre. | acre. | value. | acre. | acre. | value. 


MASSACHUSETTS—Continued. Middlesex. Worcester. 

White, total...........--------+-+---- 131 | $7.05 | $168 4.2 208 | $2.75 $63 4.4 
Kinship........----.------+-+-++- 13 |... 6.23 165 3.8 29| 3.47 48 iA 
Kinship not reported.......----.- 2. |° 5.24 78 6.7 49| 3.37 79 4.3 
No kinship, total.....-.....------ 106} 7.29 175 4.2 130} 2.42 61 4.0 

One year on farm. ..... as---- 35 |. p.fo 149 3.9 50 | 2.64 58 4.5 
All other years...-.---------- 71) 8.25 190 4.3 80) 22 63 3.6 
MICHIGAN. Allegan. Cass. 

White, total..........-.----------=--- 188 | 4.02 78 Sd 41] 3.64 72 5.0 
Kinship.......-----.----------+-- 68 | 4.09 80 5.1 9}! 82 70 6.5 
Kinship not reported..-...---.--- 20] aaa 74 5.6 11: | «356i | 7 aNeD 4.4 
No kinship, total..-....---------- 100 | 3.95 78 5.1 21| 3.09 70 4.4 

One year on farm. ...-.-.-..- 51 |. 3.382 78 4.9 iS eee 68 4.7 
All other years..........--- - 49 4. 05 78 5.2 15] 3.06 71 4.3 
Kent Lapeer 

wienite, d0tal..-.. 2c. 0--25-7----Ssp se 274| 4.58 109 4.2 246 | 3.58 68 5.3 
Kinship....-.-------------------- 49 4.05 96 4.2 45 3. 09 72 4.3 
Kinship not reported..-....-.---- 52). 530 105 Bo 17 |) 32 51 6.4 
Notkinship, tatal-..)..---.---.-<« 173 | 4.58 115 4.0 1) ete Sy 09 69 5.4 

One year on farm. ..........- 55} 434 103 4,2 1b |) <2 68 6.2 
All other years.--......--..-- 118 4. 66 119 3.9 109 3. 46 70 5.0 
Lenawee. Oakland 

LUCE 1) ER ee eis eee 303 | 6.14 127 4.8 307 | 3.93 160 2.5 
UE) Sh eee a ees 92) 73} 6.20 143 4.3 33 | 3.15 3.6 
Kinship not reported..-.........- 53) 2 Bees 106 OS: 86 | 3.93 184 21 
Nokinship, total.s.:.-.--.2-.2.2% 197 | 6.20 124 5.0 188 | 4.10 166 2.5 

One year on farm...........- 72 | 5 6287 116 5.9 65 | 4.61 187 2.5 
A other-years -22 2-22 dee 125°] ~ 5386 128 4.6 123 3. 90 158 2.5 
Ottawa. Sanilac 

Svinite, torels.. 29 26232 Sse Ee 165 | 3.91 86 4,5 301 { 3.18 93 3.4 
Mienipet: 2 inet 2 22 ee 46| 4.31 87 5.0 46 | 2.98 155 1.9 
Kinship not reported.-.........-- 31 3.83 88 4,4 50 | +2. 91 149 2.0 
Nokinship, total. .022--..23-<5.- 88 | 3.69 85 4,3 205 | 3.30 65 51 

One year on farm. ......-....- 29 4,21 99 4.3 89 3. 66 68 5.4 
(AIMoLner years 225 .222sckece 59 3. 47 79 4.4 116 3. 04 63 4.9 

Van Buren Washtenaw. 
WiC tOlAL.<- g°ege 2. coeent 2 ~-in 9] 3:73 73 ook 162 | 3.90 92 4.2 
CE ae aoe e ae he ee eee 17 | - 3359 67 52 56| 3.18 90 3.5 
Kinship not reported.......-..... es 109 4,7 7| 4.38 91 4.8 
No kinship, total-.<.43 2: -4---.. 71] 3.70 73 5.0 99] 4.41 94) ° 47 
One year on farm...........- 43 3. 88 74 53 38 4, 92 98 5.0 
All other years.............-- 28 3.57 73 4,8 61 4.14 92 4.5 
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TABLE 1.—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value on rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


Aver- | Aver- | Ratio Aver- | Aver- | Ratio 


Num- age age |ofcash| Num- age age |ofcash 
ber of | cash | value |rent to} berof} cash | value | rent to 
farms. jrent per} per land | farms. {rent per} per land 
acre. | acre. | value. acre. | acre. | value. 
MINNESOTA. Blue Earth. Chicago. 
Te ee EA a ee 272 | $4.24 $154 2.8 160 | $3.36 $136 2.5 
{Ee See ee eee 61| 3.76 152 2.5 32| 3.42 144 2.4 
Kinship not reported...........-- US ESE Reree) acer eee omer OHI t0. ee ee 
Nomkenship ,toval. - 2.4... ..2.2- 211 4.38 155 2.8 128 3.33 134 2.5 
One year on farm...-......... 72 5. 08 161 3.2 44 3.77 129 2.9 
Wal other yeats.......---.:.2. 139 4. 05 152 2.7 84 3.12 136 23 
Clay Cottonwood. 

Toe SS page a en a ee 77 2. 44 78 3.1 108 4, 13 148 2.8 
“ee ee 14 2. 66 98 2.7 21 3. 86 148 2.6 
Kinship not reported..-.......-.-- (8 Sealer ee eee Beeeee ee Uh Been Meese Pe 
Bom total. 2 >. -.-. 3.2.2. 63 2. 39 73 3.3 87 4,21 148 2.8 

One year on farm..-........-. 18 3. 03 64 4.7 34 4. 68 152 3.1 
All dee MORES $2222 5. obs 45 2. 25 75 3.0 53 3.97 147 27 
Dakota Douglas 

CL ea See ‘Se 155 4. 07 162 2.5 143 2. 30 111 2.1 
Le ae ee Foe 43 3. 33 166 2.0 37 2.19 86 2.6 
Kinship not reported..-.....-..-- Dries aa gafeees aslo = mouse O22 250. ee. eee eee 
Me kinship, total. ..:.-*.-....2-=. 112 4.35 161 2.7 106 2. 36 123 1.9 

One year on farm..........-- 38 4. 83 156 3.1 28 Z. 44 223 i el 

AW other years -.2:.......5.5. 74 4,13 163 2.5 78 2. 33 93 2.5 
Faribault. Fillmore 

LES ee 260 4. 86 171 2.8 299 4.11 134 3.1 

i. Lo? 2 A eee ae 32 3. 96 171 2.3 89 3. 69 142 2.6 

Kinship not reported...........-- Oise so eacllocwes site| sin see ees Osis es Se ee 

No kinship, total................. 228 5. 00 171 2.9 210 4,29 130 3.3 

One year on farm............ 80 5. 85 180 3.2 56 4. 89 121 4.0 

All other 'years....-........-- 148 4. 54 166 2.7 154 4.07 134 3.0 
Freeborn. Goodhue 

= eames 30 | 410 142] 29] i23| 377| tl a2 
= SE ana AS Be  alendl MO Sood aii wa atone tori co 
No kinship, total....-..........-. 279} 4.15 145 2.9 188 | 3.86 120 3.2 

One year on farm............ 104} 4.39 146 3.0 45} 4.19 113 3.7 

All other years..........-.-.. 175| 4.01 145 2.8 143} 3.76 122 3.1 
Houston. Isanti 

White, rn aaa dee avs ewe dune cee nwn eee 155 3. 23 102 3 2 67] 2. 82 76 3.0 

ae eececceccneeeeeceeeees 5 : 105 9 id ge ad 4 

Kinship not eat Se rae 0 ae ey ERTS Te Quer h103 for: anes J ; 

No kinship, total.........-.-....- 98} 3.33 99 3.4 47 | 2.14 75 2.9 

One year on farm............ 28 | 3.45 92 3.7 14] 2.19 70 3.1 

All other years............--- 70| 3.28 102 3.2 33 | ego 76 2.8 
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TABLE 1,—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value on rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


Aver- | Aver- | Ratio Aver- | Aver- | Ratio 
Num- age age |ofcash| Num- age age |ofcash 
ber of | cash | value |rent to| berofj| cash | value j rent to 
farms. |rent per] per land | farms. |rent per} per land 
acre. acre. | value. acre. acre. | value. 
MiNNESOTA—Continued. | Jackson. Kandiyohi. 

White; total... i¢_s2....set-.. Lex 252 | $4.60] $174] 2.6 232 | $3.00] $112 2.7 
Kinship... 0.7.1 ce... be 30| 4.94| 176 | 2.8 651 294] il 2.7 
Kinship not reported............- Osh: tf 4 a ee oP ee © Ol ese ecelbos o- ple eee 
No kinship, totais. ./-26:...l 22 Pega 4.55 173 2.6 167 3. 02 113 2.7 

One year on farm.:.......... 53 4.97 171 2.9 55 3. 68 121 3.0 
All: other years. ..22. 2.2.2. 32. | 169 4.45 174 2.6 112 ake 109 2.5 
Kittson Lac qui Parle. 

Wubite tebals...). $4.4. -. 1 BBs 2... 5.5. 26 1. 82 52 355 133 4.09 149 21 
Kinship........ i Eee ST ee eS 6| 3.42 67 5.1 49| 3.07 142 2.2 
Kinship not reported............. Os] Roh ses aa s Paat al Se ee Od ctaaccee line ~eeeeleser eee 
Noikinship,|total ..:.'2......23 4 20 1381 47 258 84 4.72 153 sak 

One year on farm. ........... 9 1.65 37 4.5 31 4.97 144 a0 
Alrother years's:.i2...... 262: li 1.16 51 2.3 53 4.58 158 2.9 
| 
Le Sueur. Lyon 

WANE ALGtals =. O86 2 EEE. os ko 122 4.72 170 2.8 176 4.58 155 3.0 
KarisHOp s...3° 05.2.5) 2B... 48 & 29 4. 84 165 2.9 35 4.12 159 2.6 
Kinship not reported.............) CU) ied SECS Pe oo" ee ee Othesaccoe |e ste oe 
Nosdnship, total. -:.a3t.-..-2-= 93 4.69 172 2a, 141 4.70 154 3.1 

One yearon farm............ 40 4.72 179 2.6 59 5.12 158 oad 
Ad other years... ....-.2-4- 53 4. 66 166 2.8 82 4.42 151 2.9 
McLeod. Martin 

Mente stOral... 3.25.5... 182... 2. 8S: 241 4.24 168 a5 412 4.95 183 Sah 
Rigsep... |. 09.8....12.....82| 70| 3.91 172 2.3 96| 4.81 189 2.5 
Kinship not reported............- Gal tin sehttd Bira| ee Oil: jace.e be eee 
Nojkiuship, totai-..s 46:0... .. 4.5. | 171 4.39 166 2.6 316 5.00 182 2.8 

One year on farm. ........... 60 4.95 170 2.9 91 5. 66 173 3.3 
Aq otheriyears: | Aff... 5.5 111 | 4.11 164 255 225 4.77 185 2.6 
Morrison. Mower. 

White, total...... et eee as Ot.|* 2523 71 3.1 219 | 4.35 154 2.8 
LCi Sich t es ae SS a eS oe 16 2.25 80 2.8 37 4 177 2.4 
Kinship not reported............. Glo: fo toll, tela Stee OHlotessa.lor cia ee 
Nojkinship, total... 2s. -.<-¢.8- 75 2. 22 69 3) 182 4.36 148 2.9 

One year on farm..........-. 32 2.13 66 3.2 Ba 4.32 150 2.9 
ANT otheriyears- . $3.) -.-.-2.8- 43 2. 28 71 3.2 125 4.37 147 3.0 
| 
| 
Murray Nicollet. 

White total... j.$8.8-.: S.:.----9-4- 215 | 4.35 156 2.8 169 | 3.67 138 2:7 
Kingihp)... s2.0. 2.4%. ----8e8- 38 | 4.06 158 2.6 5 3.55 147 2.4 
Kinship not reported.........-.-.. Onli tae wele . Peete Fe Otie2tecqns: lose eee ee 
No kinship, total..........-.--.-- 77 | 4.41 156 2.8 113 | 3.74 133 2.8 

One year on farm......-..... 47 | 5.08 152 3.3 40 4.60 136 3.4 
All other years.........------ 130 | 4.24 157 2.7% 73 | 3.29 131 2.5 


Node 
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TABLE 1,—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value on rented farms 


classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 
Aver- | Aver- | Ratio | Aver- | Aver- | Ratio 
Num- age age |ofcash| Num- age age |ofcash 
ber of | cash | value |rent to} ber of cash | value | rent to 
farms. |rent per} per land | farms. rent per} per land 
acre. | acre. | value. | acre. | acre. | value. 
| 
MINNESOTA—Continued. Nobles. Norman. 
| | 
Ee) Ce ee 402 $5.82 $242 | 2.4 | 38 $2.42 $72 3.4 
_. eo Sra ee 59 «5. 42 22 2.4 O13 5.2 ba 2 
Kinship not reported............. ORs tees ae ees 0.|Jrsivsss) Me ge pe Se 
Morkanship; total2..-2oyo..- 21.2. 343 5. 89 245 | 2.4 | 38 2.42 | 72 | 3.4 
One year on farm. ........... 106 ~=—- 6.34 313 | 250 12 3.29 72 | 4.6 
All other years............-:. 29h 5.74 21%| ..2.6 26 2.08 | 72. | 2.9 
| 
Polk Redwood. 
| 
er tic fe: 101} 2.57:| 13| 23] 146]. 4.69] 149); sD 
7 a ge i b 2.56 81 3.2 4 | 3.92 | 144 2.7 
Kinshi t ted..2.2..2.c020] © oY |orsnese-|----22--]----2-2-]---  Y |----e25- jose esres|--2-22-2 
mista. fois. 1 kos 84) 92.57 | 193 | 21 | ~~ 106 | 4.97 | 081 3.3 
One year on farm. if Se; 31 | ae 79 73 ae 8 52 | De: rf 151 a: 8 
All other years.......... RES 53 | 2.44 152 1.6 54 4:35 151 29 
Olmsted. Renville. 
Whi 167 | 4.61 | 134 3.4 230 3.78 124 3.0 
“in BR ae 46 | 4.39} 138] 3.2 6] 3.45 | 124 | 2.8 
° eee ts Se See ee 0 oe Nee TB eee | te 8 berth Son 7 eee 
Nokinship, totals. cl.) LP ES BEE) Sa) 
One year on farm. [err 38 ae 73 | 133 4. 3 58 4.23 123 a 4 
Allother years............... 83 | 4.31, 132 3.3 107 | 3.75 | 124} 3.0 
} 
| 
Rice Rock 
; | | | 
memati tS FS 151 4.01 130 3-1 | 400 | 6.28 228 2.8 
ee Se “3278i). i4a:| 27°. 42| 5.781. 228 2.5 
Kinshi <TR eeiieg bah CR appeals a) [acces he? 8 toe tee 0 | bolvesel: 3rd Se Ree ee 
ee w7 | 400) aT | 32) 358 | 634 | 228) 28 
One year onfarm............ 44 5.19 129 AO |; 127 Wythe 231 3.1 
All other years BP ee ee ee 73 3 60 126 2 9 231 | 5.99 227 2 6 
Sherburne. Sibley 
Whi Ot See 56] 2.19 P51 B29 Det 3. 7h ioe 2.9 
oo seg AS a Geter aee hentai 41] 2.9 60| 3.43] 129 2.7 
inship not i 2b ed 0 eee Oe er ee ee eee eee 
= 7 2 onde? aprenden ay 52| 2.33 80 |. 29 | 170 | tase?) P97 3.0 
One year on farm............ 25 fa. Bl 75 3.4 53| 4.26 122 oa 
All other years ne ee eee 27 2.19 84 2.6 117 ae 70 130 2.9 
Stearns. Stevens. 
0 2 rr ere 255 2.77 99 2.8 53 3. 22 112 2.9 
pee ee liek 54]. 2.43 97 2.5 21 3.16 115 2.7 
Kinship not reported............. O}e...-.-2]-02..~--/-------- O |....----|--------|-------- 
Mamaciptiil.. 201 | "2.86 99 | 2.9 32 | °3.97 |" 110 3.0 
One year GOMSTM oo oe cc 65 3. 00 99 3.0 ll 4.09 105 3.9 
All other years TR a Pa SS 136 a 79 100 2.8 21 3. 00 | 111 2 f 
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TABLE 1,—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value on rented farms 
- classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


Aver- | Aver- | Ratio Aver- | Aver- | Ratio 
Num- age age |ofcash| Num- age age |ofcash 
ber of | cash value |rent to} berof| cash | value | rent to 
farms. |rent per| per land | farms. |rent per} per land 

acre. acre. | value. acre. acre. | value. 


MINNESOTA—Continued Swift. Todd. 

Mitte, LOM. ck SA... Be 87 | $3.06 $106 2.9 238 | $2.44 $131 1.9 
LD oe re eas ce eee ne ee 30 2.93 114 2.6 26 2.51 87 2.9 
Kinship not reported...........-- Qos cde cee See |-S este Oi) tse ee See 
No kinship, totals: .... 2552... /22 57 3.14 101 3.1 212 2.44 137 1.8 
One year on farm...........- 30 3. 55 99 3.6 94 2. 81 121 Pa 
AlDother ‘years® ...2 3325. 25 27 2. 68 104 2.6 118 2.15 149 1.4 

Wabasha. Wadena 
LC ee oe ae 134 3.70 107 3.4 46 2. 06 65 ae 
LETS Se 9 ene te eee ot <a 31 3. 96 123 3.2 6 2.10 74 2.8 
Kinship not reported............-. US ne a pee os ie) ee ee 0: |S2ateoHeba alee ae 


Price 
worn 
i) 
S 
mon 


20 


p 
Kinship not reported...........-.- 
Wo kinghip, total:¢:... 20. ...2: 
One year on farm... -....-.:- 
Aiother: years... 00... .2.2. 


Kinship not reported............. 
WoikinsHip, LoLaLe . 2 2027.5... 5. 
One year on farm.-..-....-... 
Al} other years... -..0/5....-' 


White. Negro. 


Aver-| Aver-| Ratio Aver- | Aver-| Ratio 
Num- age age |ofcash| Num-| age age |ofcash 
ber of} cash | value |rentto| berof| cash | value |rentto 
farms. |rent per} per land | farms. jrent per| per land 

acre. acre. } value. acre. | acre. | value. 


MISSISSIPPI. 


| een 


1,715 | $20. 07 


ee ee ee ee 


a ee | 


See eee eee eee er | 


| 
Waseca Winona. 
Oe 186 3. 69 132 2.8 182 je 102 3. 
Kinshi 3. 05 23 ; 2 
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TaBLE 1 —Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value on_rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


| White. Negro. 
Aver- | Aver- | Ratio Aver- | Aver- | Ratio 
Num- age age |ofcash| Num- age age | ofcash 
ber of | cash | value |rentto| berof| cash | value | rentto 
farms. rent per} per land | farms. jrent per} per land 
| acre. | acre. | value. acre. acre. | value. 
MisstsstpPI—Continued. 
iol 2 ee eee eee 70 | $15.02 
i Me ed aT. 8S 
Kinship not reported......-....-- LT EAA EES eee Ae eet oe 
JS ee 6ij| - 15.12 
One year on farm...-.......-- 21 | 21. 
MIP ether years... 2-2 .-..-2--| 46 13. 
De Soto: 
ae ae RE ee | 4. 
JD. ee eee 3. 
Kinship not reported............- 8. 
No-kinship, total................- 3. 
One year on farm............ 4. 
All other years.............-..- 3. 
Issaquena: 
LL - 28s 2 ee eee 5. 
OS ET. a re a ee ee | eee 2 
Mans GL Teporied: = .-- 2.2) -~ ‘'0].....2% 
Me knshin- LoLal ._- 5. 
One year on farm...........- 8. 
AMoher years >... 22. .:..-.. 5. 
Jefferson: 
oo eS ae iP 5. 
SiS IS 0s Se u 6. 
Kinship not reported...........-. 8. 6. 
2 POLES ie | err ie 5. 
One year on farm............ : 6. 
mipeiner yenrs. - S20. 22. 1. 5. 
Lowndes: 
SI See ee eee 2 6. 
j ip oh 20 3 ee eee ee ee ee yt 8. 
Kinship not reported............. S re 
No tansiip total... ==... 2... 2. i= 5: 
One year onfarm..-.......... ib 6. 
AWothervears.. £22... 4. ie 5. 
Madison: 
oO Ens ol ee = ee 2. 
US eS ae 2. 
Kinship not reported............. 3. 
Nalanstnp, total: .- 2 2... ....L- 2. 
One year on farm............ 3. 
All other years..............- 2. 
Noxubee: 
ol | ae ee ee z. 
i te. 13 eee 2. 
Kinship not reported............. . 
OS Te 0 rn oe 2. 
One year onfarm............ 2. 
All other years............... 2. 
Panola: 
Ss a See 3. 
OT eee Zz 
Kinship not reported............. 3. 
Memtushrp, total... ........... 3. 
One year on farm............ 2. 
Aa OSNGr YEATS.~ .._......--- 4. 
Quitman: 
ee 22. 
2 eee ee eee 19. 
Kinship not reported............. 10. 
eames, total... ............2 Za ae 
One year on farm............ 22 
miLotuer years.........--..--. 22 
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Tasie 1—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value on rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


| White. | Negro. 
Aver- | Aver- | Ratio Aver- | Aver- | Ratio 
Num- age age |ofcash| Num- age age | of cash 
ber of | cash | value |rentto}| berof| cash | value | rent to 
farms. jrent per) per land | farms. |rent per} per land 
acre. acre. | value. acre. acre. | value. 
MIssIssIpPI—Continued. 
Sharkey 
ALN TE) Ie 4 een Co et ae oa 72 | $12. 66 $115 11.0 266 | $14. 38 $119 120 
IGhaR Ol OR a ee ee 2 9. 47 73 13.20 cack Ace nears alice eee sCUSY EE 28 
Kinship not reported...........-- O a cectnce a |wewtecte oc |e tra oral ete oral Ete ea | 
Noikinship, Gotalj.23..4:.-..69-2 70 | 12.78 116 11.0) | een dea | ua cern st coe eee 
One year on farm............ 39 | 14.38 100 14. 4 80 | 14.00 115 1, 
All‘other'years. 2.052. ....3.. 31 | 10.94 3s} | 8 186 | 14.53 121 12.0 
Sunflower 
Motal $4. =.) $0 Sse. 222 Mo 344 | 18. 57 164 | _ 1.341. -1, 283. |..21.:28 179 11.9 
GUST ae he pl ee oa ra aoe 5 | 17,60 D4} DDS i. cc So rctere| |ycicrcr os april a eteve eee eee 
Kinship not reported...........-- 24.) 21,20 172 12.53 |. ow cane See ee ee 
Workinship; total-2. 5. 2...2 463 305 | 18. 46 164 VSB) oad cate 3 \Gratecns eee eee |e 
One year on farm............ 182 | 19.70 173 11. 4 648 | 21. 64 175 123 
Allother? years: 2.022... 54% 123 | 16. 88 152 i pa 635 | 20. 93 183 es 
Tate: 
Ota we St Me Aa Se 223 3. 15 42 7.4 115 3. 72 41 9.2 
LESAN Gh) oe ee See oe eee oe Re 27 3. 42 55 Gi 2 lc 5 ce ces bees. AE eres 
Kinship not reported............. 19 2. 64 42 6.2) |s525....| ae ee eee 
Nokanship, totali-. 2.208. 177 3.14 40 TaD) ac wine a0 « foro aes Seal eee eee 
One year on:farm. 2. .....:2.- 106 3. 82 41 9.3 38 5.19 40 13.1 
Altother fyeaes =. 5.08... <4 t < ql 2. 38 39 6.2 77 3. 20 41 7.8 
Tunica 
Mateo st RE. dbo do ces 58 | 14.14 180 7.9 367.| 15.70 160 9.8 
GBS a Rece ot aM ceases tes 9; 10.91 168 6.5. )s cot cecledhteted]|s 253 see Gees 
Kinship not reported...........-.. Us ees | i Sl ee Oe Pee tle Re RAE LC tie SR 
Noikanship, totale. 2-5.... 2.52: 49 | 14. 82 182 fa bal en BNE Se Lake BE Aes 
One year on farm............ 19] 19.61 189 10. 4 101 | 17.44 163 10.7 
Allsother years... j.383.:2-.2 2 30:} 13. 52 180 7.5 266} 15:11 157 9.5 
Warren: 
AN) 7) Ie ie ee ae he ea ae es Sea J ea 81 1.73 27 6.5 445 4. 67 34 13.7 
enh py = beh oe. ee ee Se ees 4 0. 35 8 RAN. ou cRcla pe chweienal ates seed eee 
Kinship not reported...........-- 1 1.00 10 10:0... 2s ss SEE ee 
Nolkinship, total. -. 2. .2..-544- 76 1. 97 30 6.6. |. ee oc nee e ae cle a eee 
Onetyear on\farm } hf. . 2.38 - 25 1. 64 25 6.6 43 5. 26 31 16.9 
Allother years... ¢. -.2: 8. 51 2.27 34 6.6 402 4. 60 34 13.4 
Washington: 
NOTE is <A 125 | 13.48 164 8.2 979 | 17.35 183 9.5 
RGN SHID Ee Wee So eee he ta Sf) LA 113 9.9, |S cw cacelece cmon] sacle nes eee 
Kinship not reported............. 9| 16.02 206 1.8. | oo cen ceo} See e Pe TLE a ee 
iNokanship, total:..:h2 4.0252 4.8- 113 | 13. 64 169 85D. | 22 ne cael seer eiaie cole eiate of oeie eee 
One year on farm..........-- 51g) « 12,545 136 9. 2 302 | 16. 89 168 10.0 
Alkother years. ... 474.0. 3.4. 62} 14.41 190 7.6 677 |, 17.59 190 9.3 
Yazoo: 
Rotalbee.o..< dosh. S22. OL oe 330 3. 91 36 10.9] 1,457 6. 30 55 11.5 
RCIMISHAD Reet be) Be 20 eee ee 34 4. 55 43 1057 Vo ac ealS oui endl irene Dae eerie 
Kinship not reported............. 37 3. 27 31 WOLD: | a icnastraters e252 TSE Se eee ee 
Mojkinship, total... 2.28.5 we 4.2. 259 3. 98 36 105.9) | :c:<inse. che rai|sis.omcrdeld ates | eee aera 
One year on farm. -.......:. 110 4. 03 38 10. 7 400 6.17 57 10.9 
Alother years’.: .$ 2%... -1v- 149 3. 95 36 1 eo, 6. 35 54 ab By 
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TABLE 1—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value on rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


[rae 


roe Aver- | Ratio gi, Aver- | Ratio 
Num- eh age j|ofcash| Num- eee age |ofcash 
ber of raat value |rent to| ber of rent value |rent to 
farms = per land | farms. ae per land 
ee acre. | value. | ee acre. | value. 
| wich ants uel 
MyiSSOURI. Adair. Bates. 
| | | | 
(00S Ce eee 141 | $3.22 $94, 3.4 328 | $2. 80 $87 5 
USTESUS0T Ces es 29s a ee eae ee Pe 24 | 2.95 91 | 3. 2 | 32 3.03 | 94 3.2 
Kinship not reported .........--- B17 3.75 93 4.0 0: |28523.40| 383e eee 
Wotanshin, total: ..ss-....)-2- 100 3. 20 95 3.4 | 296 2.77 86 3.2 
One year on farm. ........... AB’) 3257 | 99 3.6 | 97°| . 3.05 87 35 
mopeer Yeats... 205-2222. - 2: 52 2. 95 92 3.2 199 2. 67 | 86 3.1 
é 
Caldwell. Carroll. 
“ea | i, rn ie 297| 4.05 | 134 pe gs 0 139 | 3.58 131 2.7 
i eee ae ane ao ageiclee Sane 55 4.01 | 135 3.0 24 4. 23 152 2.8 
Kinship not reported...........-- 26 LT 138 0. 8 10 3.13 138 2.3 
Wo minsmip, total:=-2 225-8. 146 4.65 132 3.9 105 3. 46 125 2.8 
One vearon farm... ......-- 52 5. 42 135 4.0 34 4. 64 111 4.2 
eabGuAIeL VATS... -......---5 94 4,32 131 3.3 cA 3012 129 2.4 
Cedar. Dade 
Oo eS oe a 45°) 1.3% 40 3.4 43 | 2.44 | 64 | 3.8 
GIG its 38 Sal Te ee 2 aaa a 1.18 37 3.2 5 1.98 | 66 | 3.0 
Kinship not reported............- 4 1.10 49 2. 2 He 3. 49 71 | 4.9 
Hetanship, total. 2.0.2... 2... 34 1. 46 38 3.8 36 2. 49 64 | 3.9 
One year on farm............ 21 fae 40 4,3 24| 2.84 63 | 4.5 
PILOT VCAIS =. ..:i:--24--- 13 1. 06 37 2.9 12 2.15 | 65 | 320 | 
| 
Daviess Grundy | 
ES Pe ee 930| 4.57| 144] 3.2] 151; 4.46| 198] 3.5 
SSD gee ek oe 43 3. 89 159 2.5 iW 3. 81 147 | 2.6 
Kinship not reported.........._-. 5 4, 30 123 3.9 25 4, 26 121 Sy 
Nomkanshin, total... 2... 182 4.75 141 3.4 109 4.63 126 er | 
One year on farm. ........... 90 5.30 133 4.0 55 5. 28 124 4.3 
All other years............-... | 92 4. 25 148 2.9 54 4.14 127 | 3.3 
| Harrison. Johnson. 
7 
EE Se 3438 4. 89 134 3.7 144 3. 26 97 3.4 
LD. Sha ey ORE ee Ve oe | 60 | 4,45 145 3.1 31 3. 23 93 3.5 
Kinship not reported............. 24 5. 32 123 4.3 13 2. 86 99 2.8 
INokansip, total. 2.22. 2822522: 259 4,95 132 3.8 100 3. 34 99 3.4 
One year on farm............ | 130 5. 89 142 4e1 42 4. 33 98 4.4 
AMVeLuer Years. >..-....--..-- 129 4, 22 124 3.4 58 2. 92 98 3.0 
| 
| Knox. Lafayette. 
SE Se ee M7) 3.25 o7| 3.4] 2o2| 489| 177] 28 
ereor eck 168 T: 304] a6! fo3|° a4]. vr | 495] Cree Sam 
Kinship not reported............. 36 2. 92 93 oe 31 4. 36 179 | 2.4 
Miemnsnip tol... .....-...\-- 81 3. 42 100 3. 4 134 4.95 172 | 2.9 
Ore yearon farm: |. +2202. 24 SES: 99 3.8 25 5. 91 163 | 3.6 
All other years............... 57 3.35 101 3.3 109 4. 80 173 | 2.8 


| tes 
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TABLE 1.—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value on rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


Num- 

ber of 

farms. 
MIssouR! Continued. 

WUT TRADE) Et Sn ne ae 60 
TSG UDI AVI Og ee ie a rete 14 
Kinship not reported..-...-..---:- 1 
Nokanship,; total: sS%- 2 See 45 

One year on'farm: 22. S84 24 
Adlvother years... .2t.-2-2-52 21 

e 
VALET IGS Ko) 2 a a i Eres 143 
ISH) soe ee ere ee ee 20 
Kinship not reported..........--- 36 
pikinship, totale: ses ce. ste. 87 
One year on farm: os... 2-5. 36 
AIP other yeats.2 2 osc. s-2--2- 51 

Wikite, bobale See A. oo eos 222ge.2 37 
[EG iT CLI) es a ate eae 3 
Kinship not reported..........-.-- 4 
No ikinship, total <:: 228. 2224.25 30 

Onptyear onifarm . 322 ...-..4-52 11 
Alljother years’... 2 -...-.-5- 19 

White. tOpals.- 6 a: otdoocacwee lee ate 94 
IKAINSHID=c oi o-oo cate ane ee 15 
Kinship not reported........-.--- 8 
Wekinship, total: <2 bese ee 71 

One year on farm. ..........- 27 
All\other years .. o> -22-+-25-=- 44 

“Vint DUI S05 10) 62 a eo 537 
GTISHED ge nee a ee eae 93 
Kinship not reported...........-- 30 
INO PKMSHIp GOLA. S28 es ase. 414 

Onépyear, onifarm, 240 222.2). 169 
All-other years... 2.2. 22252 245 

WPI whObdl eres w costa cade scec ce cc hese 75 
KASS Dee eee Po ee oS ee 11 
Kinship not reported............. 11 
Nodanshbip; totalesc. e=2 5-62-22 53 

One year on farm............ 46 
AUlFother years... Foss... canon 7 

White, total........... Saeteweseee te 166 
[ESTATE 0 oe eee ee eee So 16 
Kinship not reported............- 0 
No kinship, total... 3: oo. .2<2= 150 

One year on [arm =. oo2-e = 54 
All other yeatS;. 5.2... o.= 55 96 


Aver- | Aver- | Ratio Aver- | Aver- | Ratio 
age age |ofcash| Num- age age |ofcash 
cash value jrent to| ber of} cash value | rent to 
rent per} per land | farms. |rent per} per land 
acre. acre. | value. acre. acre. | value. 
Lawrence. Lewis. 
$2. 50 $88 2. 8 113: }. S291 $85 3.4 
2. 64 123 22 15 2. 63 92 2.9 
2.5" 89 2.9 41 2. 96 81 3.7 
2. 45 75 Zhe: 57 2. 97 86 aap 
2. 63 84 Beek 22 3. 34 86 3.9 
230 69 3.4 35 2. 86 85 3.4 
Linn. Livingston. 
3. 80 129 2.9 146 | 3.83 105 3.6 
3. 14 159 2.0 23). Bend 112 3.4 
3. 92 119 Bee! 50 3. 40 99 3.4 
3. 89 127 Bell 73 4,31 109 4.0 
4,72 134 sais 31 4.18 95 4.4 
3.08 122 2.8 42 4.37 116 3.8 
McDonald. Marion 
1.59 39 4.0 59 3.51 84 4.6 
3.16 51 6.1 7 3. 06 67 4.2 
1. 40 28 5.0 18 3.61 102 ae 
1. 46 39 San 34 3.57 77 4.6 
1. 87 36 52 15 3.11 68 4.6 
1.32 40 Bes! 19 3. 84 83 4.6 
Mercer Newton. 
4.17 118 S25 150 1.72 56 Ba | 
Sete 129 2.9 5 2. 20 87 2.5 
4.13 133 S51 9 2. 74 61 4.5 
4, 29 114 3. 8 136 1.65 54 3.0 
5.14 106 4.8 57 2. 07 62 3.3 
3. 85 118 23s 7 1. 43 50 2.9 
Nodaway Ray. 
| 
6.18 166 ay 131 | 4.84 125} 3.5 
DLS 168 aga | 13 3. 66 162 | Ded 
6. 67 160 4,2 34 4, 23 109 Bat 
6.35 166 3.8 84 4.48 124 Byatt! 
7.36 174 4.2 31 4,59 | 123 god 
5.71 161 Si 53 4, 42 | 125 3.5 
St. Clair. Shelby 
2. 06 51 4.0 110 3.14 101 ook 
5 57 at 20 2. 49 101 245 
2.01 43 4.7 23 3. 47 109 3.2 
yA 51 4.3 67 3. 29 97 3.4 
235 54 4.4 SY 3. 82 101 3.8 
1. 63 39 4,1 35 2. 87 94 3.0 
Vernon 
2. 56 70 Sil cstwices oece seed] <1 nee | eee 
2. 93 76 5,8 Vso omncus |e ane ce eels osieeeee eee 
Maes Ae 7 ee 3°68 |... 2d on Le 
2. 58 64 450) Wena oe oe ee eee 
2. 48 70 So Dee eee lode lo laete oe eee 
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TaBLE 1.—Average rent, avevage value, and ratio of rent to value on rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


Aver- | Aver- | Ratio Aver- | Aver- | Ratio 


Num- age age |ofcash| Num- age age | ofcash 
ber of | cash | value |rent to} berof| cash | value | rent to 
farms. jrent per} per land | farms. |rent per) per land 
acre. | acre. | value. acre. | acre. | value. 
NEBRASKA. Burt Butler. 
| 
j | j 
White, Cll. RASA eee 263 | $7.12 $265 y a | 49) $4.87 | $222 pays 
_ 1a eS eee 68| 6.54 276 2.4 13} 4.17] 267 1.6 
Kinship not = i: a 27| 8.00 260 3.1 | 5| 4.77| 155 3.1 
Mig kenshig- Loisl = ot 2. 168 1. 22 262 2.8 | 31 5. 30 | 213 2.5 
One year on farm..........-. 43 8.31] 251; 3.3 9 7.10 318 | 2.2 
All other years.........-.---- 125| 6.89) 265| 2.6 22) 4.88) 188| 2.6 
Cedar Cumming. 
White, eg ash ei 311 4,84 192 2.5 552 | 6. 24 239 | 2.6 
Vi. He ee 93 4. 64 206 2.3 5. 58 241 Fee 
Kinship not a Bee Mere oe 18 4.68 183 2.6 42 6.01 214 2.8 
tS a ee Te 200} 4.96 136 2 7 287 | 6.78 241 2.8 
” One year on Fann ee ee 86 5. 50 182 3.0 80 7.30 241 3.0 
Ail oiber-years..........--.-- 114 4, 58 189 2.4 208 6.62 241 | 27 
Dakota 
0 eS ee ee 198 5. 43 185 2.9 
i) SE eee 451 5.05 204 2.5 
Kinship not reported..-.......... 5 6. 26 216 2.9 
J DLS CEST Baa 148 5. 53 179 seal 
One year on farm............ 55 6. 50 189 3.4 
mibeimerwvears. 4s 93 | 5.00 174 2.9 
Dodge 
White, total..... eee ane oeweet et 368 5.7 260 2.2 
"oi See 154| 5.11| 245] 2.1 
Kinship not reported............. 54 5.10 232 222. 
(APPR er Se 7 160 6. 49 281 273 
One year on farm...........-. 36 7.18 265 | 
All other years...........-..- 124 | 6. 32 286 7 a 
Jefferson. 
I Ba ee 61 3.17 111 2.9 
= ae ee 18] 2.95 119 2.5 
Kinship not reported ee hae: 3 3.27 150 2.2 
ig eatin toss th 40 3. 26 105 = ee! 
One year on farm. ........... 16 3. 76 102 = Es 
ees VEOrS.......5..----- 24 3. 00 107 2.8 
Lancaster. 
gee a Sete Ses sooe Se woe 370 4,49 178 2.5 171 4.31 177 2.4 
Posh eee ee 112 3. 87 173 2. 2 70 4.03 165 2.4 
irinchiD not reported............. 75 4,69 181 2.6 29 4.01 184 22 
No Kinship, total................. 183 | 4.89 181 17 72| 4.74 185 2.6 
One year onfarm............ 55| 6.21 204 3.0 27 4.92 195 2.5 
Waoer yoers<=............. 128 4, 53 175 2.6 45 4.65 180 2.7 
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TABLE 1.—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value on rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by cownties—Continued. 


NEBRASKA—Continued. 


VIEL, LOLMaic o owe ascc seca cacuisenees 
inShipzeso eee eae. ee 
Kinship not reported-............ 
Noikinship, totaly. ...4.5. 2.422 
One year on farm............ 
Allother years ...a..-£. . £5. 


WVINIG GOLAN cn: anna snccbcuscdos tees 
Asin Ship 2h ness: oe eng 2b ae 
Kinship not reported............. 
No kinship, totals... |. 50...) g24 

One year on farm...........- 
All other years........... Ree 


White, totale sie. SHGEBE SBBEASARCSSs 
Kinshi | 


Kinship not reported 
No kinship, total.....-. 
One year on farm... 
ATOLG? VeaTS. «vie s-seb se 


One year on farm. ..........-. 
All other years... i....2.d%. 


MLLA GEL odo wacneech ooawcew dasa 
Kinship: eee. ok eos sh Ae 
Kinship not reported............. 
No’kinship, total. «._-2 .2¢.2. 3.6. 

One year omfarm. .):5:.....5. 
Allother years’... ..j.-.-de0~ 


Miter palais... cdtoeecktawencsadaes 
[Kinships ce be. se oe ees mide 
Kinship not reported............. 
INo'kinship ; total. :.. Us... 

One year on farm............ 
All other years.........---.« 


Aver- | Aver- | Ratio Aver- | Aver- | Ratio 
age age |ofcash| Num- age age |ofcash 
eash value jrent to} ber of | cash value | rent to 
rent per} per land | farms. ‘rent per| per land 
acre. acre. | value. acre. acre. | value. 
Nuckolls. Pawnee. 
$2. 69 $102 2.6 95 | $3.21 $137 2.3 
3.01 114 2.6 33 2. 58 140 1.8 
3. 07 104 3.0 7 eae 128 2.6 
2.57 100 2.6 55 3.73 136 adi 
2. 98 95 ol 15 4.51 133 3.4 
2.48 101 D0 40 3. 48 137 225 
Pierce Saline 
4.27 171 255 54 4.15 191 232 
3.69 156 2.4 20 4.00 212 1.9 
5. 24 180 2.9 0) ee Si 5) 625 5.4 
4, 24 174 2.4 33 4.24 173 255 
4.50 168 OA | i7 4.78 173 2.8 
4.15 176 204 16 3. 81 173 212 
Saunders. Seward 
5. 66 241 P28} 105 4, 32 177 2.4 
5. 23 242 PPE 27 3. 84 184 2.1 
6.19 232 Qt 4 4.98 165 3.0 
6. 04 240 250 74 4.46 175 2.6 
ve | 247 3.0 20 4, 92 183 Pay | 
5. 62 237 2.4 54 4.34 173 Zao 
Stanton. Thayer 
5. 20 185 2.8 48 3. 05 120 2.5 
4. 02 180 22, 15 ORY 115 2.1 
6.15 188 3.3 2 8.39 102 8.2 
5, 67 188 3.0 31 Seok 125 2.6 
6.17 176 am 13 4.22 108 3.9 
5. 46 192 2.8 18 2.72 133 2.0 
Thurston. Wayne. 
5.65 195 2.9 302 6.35 259 2.4 
6.15 267 253 79 6. 08 262 2.3 
5. 66 176 S94 66 5. 98 253 2.4 
5. 58 187 3.0 157 6.65 260 2.6 
5.97 211 2.8 46 1.20 251 2.9 
ESR; 174 Bal 111 6. 40 264 2.4 
Webster. 
2.30 84 DiS Va Sees oclownoeee «| eeaneas eee 
1. 87 90 QOL ebce 22 al cles cd cloacae eae 
4. 26 116 Be. [ewcec cecloceontees| ote <a ee 
2aD 78 Se Oiled. ce 2c ad ees eo be Seraere sl eee 
2. 28 69 Suid |e naw ac isla occckele}s. cei ae 
2. 40 85 228. soe «| aeeertcaladeee eae ie sens 
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NEw YORK. 


ee 


Kinship not reported...........-- 


One year on farm...........-. 
All other years 


ee 


Kinship not reported...........-- 
No kinship, total. 
One year on farm 
All other years 


ee 


No kinship, total. 
One year on farm. -.-.......-- 
All other years 


ee 


wee ew ee ee ee ee ee ee ee et eee ee 


No kinship, total. 
One year on farm. ..-.......-- 
All other years 


es 


Kinship not reported 
Mekansmipifiofal -:.........2..- 
One year on farm............ 
All other years 


Kinship not reported 
No kinship, total. 
One year on farm............ 
All other years 


Kinship not reported 
Mo mmsHip, total... ...........-. 
One year on farm 
All other years 


Himesh total... .....---.---- 


Kinship not reported...........-- 


Kinship not reported.....-.....-- 


Oe 


Aver- 
age 


| Aver- 
Num- age 
ber of | cash 
farms. |rent e. | 


per 
} acre. 


Chautauqua. 
354 | $2.83 $67 
77 2. 67 60 
| 54 3.01 96 
223 2.85 64 
111 2.91 61 
112 | 2. 80 7 
Cortland 
159 2AS5 45 
30 2.67 54 
3¢ |> 21: 77 32 
95 2; 42 46 
| 38 2. 24 30 
| 57 | 2.05 57 
} Franklin 
| 95] 2067} 4 44 
43 2.67 | 56 
27 2.51 46 
| 115 2.70 39 
58 | 2.77 | 41 
36 2.65 | 37 
Onondaga 
333 3.99 90 
54 4.21 115 
58 4.45 92 
2 3.83 84 
77 4.18 90 | 
144 | 3. 66 81 | 
Otsego. 
| —- 939.1. 1.85 31 
50 2.01 35 
17 1.63 34 
| 165 1.81 30 
72 1.85 28 
93 1.79 31 
Ulster. 
223 2,11 52 
24 2. ED 66 
77 1.69 43 
| 122 Daa 58 
| 34] 2.95] 60 
| 88 2.16 58 
| Wyoming. 
108 2.53 46 
42 2. 66 45 
14 2s SD 48 
Ly: 2. 40 47 
18 2.85 48 
34 2. 20 46 


Ratio 
of cash | Num- 


value | rent to 


land 


phe poe ee CA De De 
DAT ee Orb 


MIP NOUR alatabal a 
D we SH O1O OO 


me OOS O100r 


Hae He He he CO We 


UND & Orr 


CO be oe ee oe 


em POSTS 


acre. | value. 


> > OO 1 ee 


os 


"I0ocOorFo “IDR 100 


mMornecci 
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TABLE 1|.—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value of rental farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


Aver- Aver- Ratio 
age age of cash 
ber of | cash value | rent to 
farms. jrent per} per | land 
acre. acre. | value. 
Columbia. 

151} $1.84| $39 4.7 
26 1.61 43 3.3 
30 1.87 41 4.6 
95 1.87 38 4.9 
33 1-72 36 4.8 
62 1.96 39 5.0 

Delaware 

325 | 1.81 29 Gul 
75 2.00 33 6.1 
30 1.92 35 5.0 

220 1272 7 6.3 

, 95] 1.81 26 7.0 

125 1.65 28 5.8 

j 
Livingston. 
| 

iy 3.99 84 4.9 
22 4.45 86 ay 
47 3.40 72 4.7 

103 4.25 92 4.6 
33 4.15 112 ak 
7 4.29 84 ep 

Oswego 

27} 3.01} 44 6.9 
48 3.22 44 (eer. 
34 2.00 46 55 

145 3.03 43 hat 
62 3. 45 | 44 7.8 
83 1° 7277S 42 6.5 

Seneca 
44 4. 43 | $2 5.4 
4 3.90 | 62 6.3 
9 4.30 81. | Me 
31| 4.53 | 84; 5.4 
11| 4.84 | 83 | 5.8 
20| 4.29} 85 | 5.0 
Washington 
l 

163} 2.03 34 | 6.1 
35 1.93 30 | 6.4 
25 1.94 33 5.8 

103 2.09 35 6.0 
40 2.33 34 6.8 
63 1.96 35 | 5.6 


ee ee ee ee 
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TABLE 1.—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value on rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


White. Negro. 
Aver- | Aver- aa Aver- Ratia 
Num- age age iL Num- ma 
ber of | cash | value | .°f;,| ber of] fon rent to 
farms. |rent per} per eo l farms rent land 
acre. | acre. | (20 pet value. 
value. acre 
NORTH CAROLINA. 
Caswell: 
OVA a a dein Sn wee = = wm oe a = 3] $1.73 $26 6.6 2| $1.56 14.1 
IKaNSHIPacs hee pen eh tac owieeees = 1 38 20 4.9 |. 23: J. jase ee eee See : 
Kinship not reported....-..=.... QD | oiSeicmisl sa ccccinal acilce ae alls ooo amlea| selec s hea c eee eee 
Nokinshipstotale.s< 2:22. S222 2 3.40 33 10:2 |.2 oe eee eee 
One year on farm........-.-- 1 3.50 30 hi ay) OW: he eee 
Alllother years... .-2-<:.5.2e05 1 3.23 39 8.3 2) 1.56 14.1 
Edgecombe: 
OUAES =~ cade cee ose at «cheese 77 5.37 101 5.3 39 5. 26 6.6 
KGS De Saeko eae. een: ee ee 25 3.45 110 3s Looe alee Sele eee eee 
Kinship not reported..-........-. 2{ 11.33 307 5 Fat fe ee Pe [Pareto |= = oe 
Nokinship) wotal:..52..--...-L2- 50 6. 09 96 GS fee ee ee aes le 
One year on farm..-.........-..| 18} 13.39 126 10.6 10 8. 6.6 
AlWother yearss+2=.--4. 522 2.- 32 4.17 88 4.7 29 4.72 6.6 
Halifax: 
PG Ae race a Cais soiae'b fia ale ee stele s oie abe 3.51 56 6.3 534 3. 66 (ee; 
91S. 1) ne | Ea nk Sete Be 19 3. 09 57 5.4 |cs-ncisen|oocieddec|acic dese Seems 
Kinship not reported............. 30 4.34 82 DaB eco -enma)es ace sec) an a2 eee 2 
Nokanship: totals...: se. -555-¢ <3] 148 3.39 51 6:6)... .02--2}ets2 45s. (Seen ee eee 
One year on farm.............| 39 4.77 59 8.0 97 4. 02 8.0 
AMothersyears.* is. ---25-2.| 109 2. 84 48 6.0 437 3.59 7.0 
Northampton: 
aera icc ew oe ee wee Bee ete 132 3.14 84 3.7 160 4.82 9.9 
FE CTeL ee oe a 36.| 3.88 50 77 N.. Saucbs\owna stab 
Kinship not reported............- 7 2.17 49 UE: i LR leper S| eat | Sn 
Notkinship, total....2 22). econ 89 3. 00 96 3.0 | oo ccecnlee Sas | seceaes 5 | Ree 
One year on farm pote Ys Boe ive 4, 74 60 fie 9 30 4.63 dit Bs 9 
AT] Othersyearsat se cc 2a. gee 72 2.77 101 . 2.7 | 130 4.87 9.5 
Person: 
WAGs 28 * Soa on 6 Sete ee te aa 13 . 86 28 3.0 4 1.07 5.0 
SETS cf Raa ae adele Se Ra tek Cb tee 1 Sie 27 O09). ce is ooeee 8 |e eee 
Kinship not reported............. Df batncadalcichisaen|| aanprs bic) sive aie < t= wep Sao er 
Nokimshipstotal...cs-22552 S828. 12 - 86 28 3.0) | cesogaselonscqe ns eee sed ae 
Ono year on farm:.-- ==). <>. 2 1.41 22 6.4 eee Pee Soom 8 ao 
AM other “yeats-)W<.- cis aan 10 - 76 29 2.6 4 1.07 5.0 
Pitt: | 
NT) et ee ede ee oe Ae 54 6. 02 144 4.2 22 5. 80 83 7.0 
anship. 2 eos. . sg 18 6.47 168 BoB Jecnccoccluaetteosloetseses] Sears 
Kinship not reported............. 4) 7.31 180 4.1 | SoBe sdf tet ee apse Sees | See 
Nowdanship, total... 5.22... . 32 5. 63 127 A.A | .csemsn|s coteoea| pas eee ee ae 
One-yearion farm. .5.._-2--0: 5 6.57 113 5.8 | 4 3.40 56 6.0 
IMVvother years... 2-2---5e- 27 5. 52 128 4.3 18 6.43 90 (Gal 
Rockingham: | 
THEE Se aes ee ee ee ee Ol 45 2.19 40 5.5 10 1.00 28 3.6 
ats 5 ce oc > Paseo es doce 6 1.23 34 3.6 [eco coc~c|soee = oie soe cleo eet 
Kinship not reported............. 3 1.82 37 AQ os: taro al clare e's | eer te eee 
No kinship, ‘total... 2222. --..s. 5. 36 2.37 41 5.8 |... cces|s seen sad aeemmena] eee 
One year on farm...........-. 15 2. 88 39 7.4 3 1.66 37 4.5 
All other years............... 21| 2.05 42| 4.9 hie 27 3.3 
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TABLE 1.—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value of rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


Aver- | Aver-| Ratio Aver-| Aver-| Ratio 
Num-| age age |ofcash| Num-| age age | ofcash 
ber of} cash | value |rent to} berof | cash | value | rent to 
farms. |rent per; per land | farms. |rent per| per land 
acre. | acre. | value. | acre. | acre. | value. 
} | } 
NORTH DAKOTA. Adams, Cass, 

SS ee ee 14 $. 52 $21 2.5 55 | $2.58 289 2.9 
(LoD 871) eS eee ee a ae 1 56 5 11.3 20 2. 48 85 2.9 
Kinship not reported ......-.----- 1 . 84 15 Oe SR Pea ee 
Nokwuaship? tofal’.-2. 33-2... - 12 -ol 22 2.3 35 2.64 92 2.9 

One yearonfarm -:2...-.--- 8 53 25 2.1 9 3. 20 76 4.2 
wll otherryears. ..2. 2.2 2 =k. 4 47 18 2.6 26 2. 56 94 QF 
Grand Forks. Richland. 

WUD. (UF Se See ae ee 17 222 77 2.8 49 2.08 66 3.2 
LSS jit se See eee a £ 2. 00 80 2:5 16 2.97 85 3.0 
Kinship not reported -.....-...... 4 2. 50 74 3.4 3 1. 30 73 1.8 
Na Eaship, total: - 2-222 .-.2=. <4 -| 12 2. 09 80 2.6 30 1.57 50 nL ee 

One year on farm-..-.......... 2 2. 88 62 4.6 12 1. 50 41 Se 1/ 
walother years. $220 0... 2k: 10 2. 02 82 2.5 18 1.62 60 2.9 
Steele Traill 

MMe TTL ee os. 2 3) Seek Se. 2 Sa - 3 5. 76 64 9.0 19 2. 80 88 a2 
LOLS Se SE eee ees eee 1 3. 00 88 3.4 7 3. 11 87 3.6 
BEE CPRM TE MOLLEU > aes ne Sok we SN nike oe ofan ceeds focccc toe OUtesa2ss. bie Se eee 
Wo kinship. total. 22852222 .2- z 7.09 52 13.6 12 2.65 89 3.0 

One year ou farm:>’ .!:... 5-5 - 1 4.00 47 8.5 3 3. 28 83 4.0 
All other years..:.....-.-2-2. 1| 10.00 57 17.5 9 2. 50 90 2.8 
Ashtabula. Auglaize. 
OHIO. | | 

Oe 328 2.49 69 3.6 214 4, 93 167 3.0 
LTS ey 8 hie ee 26 2. 48 64 3.9 80 4, 48 186 2.4 
SIS HOLLEpPOrbed.: - -...2-.2-2.|-- 2-25: book Suet ee tee aalcodes occ) cisco aos |onmemnas (55 eee ee 
Nokimship, total. --. 22... 2.2: 302 2.49 69 3.6 134 5. 24 154 3.4 

One year on farm......_..... 118 2.67 74 3.6 26 6. 53 152. 4.3 
VATU LCTAG G05 (Gr 184 2.39 67 3.6 108 4.95 154 3.2 
Clark Columbiana. 

6 2 ae ee 290 7.07 154 4.6 360 2.13 66 4,1 
_ 0 Ste 19 7.29 172 4.2 53 2.97 (ve 3.9 
Kinship not reported ............. 170 6. 96 150 42 60055 25 eases see a ee 
Momnshi ps totale. = 9.222 623.5 os 101 teal 155 4.6 307 2.68 64 4.2 

One year.on farm .. 22... -.... 30 7.98 173 4.6 95 2.99 73 4.1 
UOMIPS VOATS..- ~~ .0-2:2----- 71). 6.83 148 4.6 212| 2.58 61 4.2 
Crawford. Cuyahoga. 

es “ie: BEES ae eee 198 4. 89 121 4.0 542 5. 60 317 1.8 
a ono aan a 34-5 68 4. 53 118 3.8 46 4. 36 267 1.6 
Kinship notreported -..........-. 4 6. 22 177 3.0 0! |-c.22..2). cas eee 
Noekanship; total... 22-20. 126 5. 09 121 4:2 496 5.7 323 i. 

One year on farm............ 25 5. 83 121 4.8 160 5. 80 308 1.9 
All other years............... 101 4, 89 121 4.0 336 5.74 331 1.7 


ed 
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TABLE 1.—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value of rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


OntIo—Continued, 


VIL ALOUAI = <r ose Soe. che Soares tee 
IKGnISi pies ee ees. 2 At ee 
Kinship not reported 
Norkanship, total:-._ s-es. . + 34 - 

One year on farm 
All other years 


Wwihttestobal: o2.2 2.82 soe Sie... ee 
Kinshi 
Kinship not reported...........-- 
INojkinship; totale: 3.222 .65.1.42:5- 

One year on farm 
All other years 


White, total......... Se MAN a ob 
Kinshi 
Kinship not reported............- 
No kinship, total 

One year on farm 
All other years 


MURIEL MOOLAI Se ofa sta atk odtec hoe 
BSUS OD Se" Sotiat eos ok oeecn Sac AS ee 
Kinship not reported 
Nokinship; total... -.'2-2:..5.-.- 

One year on farm 
All other years 


VVGOS LOLA s<,a% cies crete oh the a2 oe 
aH eee oceans < SS et eee 
Kinship not reported 
Nofkinship; total! : «2.22 /<.2./ esa. 

One year on farm 
All other years 


\WILa VT CePn 0) 1:1 a a a 
Kinshi 
Kinship not reported 
No kinship, total 

One year on farm 
All other years 


ee ee ed 


SUELO LOUBICs aciocawtec.c2scecccinsereene 
HROTASIUD) S29 ejected Seed aclenarcie S etiee 
Kinship not reported 
INokinship total. - 22. 2.22.-.-2.22 

One year on farm 
All other years 


es 


| 
Aver- | Aver- | Ratio | | Aver- | Aver- | Ratio 
Num- age age |ofcash| Num-| age age | of cash 
ber of | cash value |rent to| ber of | cash value | rent to 
farms. {rent per} per land | farms. lrent per} per land 
acre. acre. | value. | acre. acre. | value. 
| } } 
Delaware. Erie. 
| 
253 | $5.68 $123 4.6 94 | $4.89 $135 3.6 
41 5.18 124 4.2 13 5. 58 138 4.0 
13 5. 00 98 5.1 OOS Oee ae Git ne a ee 
199 5. 83 124 4.7 81 4.76 134 3.6 
64 6. 74 127 De 21 4.96 110 4.5 
135 5. 43 123 4.4 60 4.71 141 3.4 
Fayette | Franklin 
138 | 8:17} 183| 45] 618| 6.46| 189 3.4 
21 6.76 149 4.5 95 5.56 147 3.8 
Fader ¢ eaagaln. | PSN) |. Ci ae 523 | 6.65| 197 jars 3.4 
36 9.69 187 52 132 TL2T 186 3.9 
131 8.15 188 4,3 391 6. 45 201 Sag 
Fulton. Hardin 
261 6. 45 164 3.9 334 5. 78 145 4.0 
36 6. 40 198 322 99 5. 43 | 152 320 
PR Ss Ae ae oe Ot see oe eee ce re a ee 
225 6. 45 158 clei | 20 5. 97 | 142 4.2 
69 6. 60 147 4.5 86 6.65 | 140 4.8 
156 6.39 163 3.9 149 | 5. 69 | 143 4.0 
Hocking. | Holmes 
100 Loa 29 4.4 98 olG, 82 3.9 
14 2.04 46 4.4 20 2.20 70 3.1 
45 81 24 3.4 48 3. 27 96 3.4 
41 1. 41 27 5e2 30 3. 93 73 5.4 
6 1. 57 28 5.6 11 6. 36 100 6.4 
35 1.40 27 7} 19 Silks 65 4.9 
Huron Jackson 
153 4.18 96 4.4 66 1.39 27 tal 
29 4,51 88 oO. 1 11 1.67 17 9.7 
Ee foley Os Benes Cee Ee 36 Ok ee 1 1.07 26 4.2 
124 4.10 98 4.2 54 Weis y4 30 4.4 
37 4. 23 97 4.4 22 1.63 28. 5.9 
87 4.05 98 4.1 | 32 1.19 31 3.8 
Lorain. | Lucas 
444 4.3 129 3.4 332 6. 84 217 Sail: 
71 4, 23 107 4.0 68 6. 80 167 4.1 
ef STA Hage esl get Pe a (hae 264| 6.85| O35 | cued 2.9 
112 4.52 109 4.1 tie? 7.44 219 3.4 
261 4.38 142 a | 192 6. 69 239 2.8 
Madison. Mahoning 
414 7.81 161 4.8 318 5 Beal 104 Saal 
1 6. 20 177 3 hs 43 3. 48 100 anu 
Sarees ot hi 402 | 7.84| i161) 49| 1975) 3217] 100) meee 
96 9. 39 164 5.8 79 3.31 101 3.0 
306 7. 46 161 4,7 196 3.12 105 3.0 
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TABLE 1.— Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value of rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


OxntIo—Continued. 


SLEDS (107 2) ee 
Kinshi 
Kinship not reported.........--.-- 
MOKANSDIptObal-..2-..j.--2-22--- 

@ne-year on farm. _..-.---..- 
All other years 


CI VIRTIE (0)2 
TITS Dee bats A ee eee 
Kinship not reported....-.-.-..-- 
No kinship, total 

@ue year, on farm _....-< -:.-- 
All other years 


TUVIDENE)* 0 Uz es eee a 
Kinshi 
Kinship not reported.........-.-- 
No kinship, total 

One year onfarm .S_-.. 2... 
All other years 


IAG Leia | ee 
Kinshi 


ee es 


ikangshep moureported *-s..-..-22.|..<s2--- 


No kinship, total 
One year on farm..:........--. 
All other years 


Winnie 018 oe Alera 
RTS ARO t a oe Se = 8 oS 
Kinship not reported............. 
No kinship, total 

One year on farm.........-... 
All other years 


OS ee 
Kinshi 
Kinship not reported............. 
Nomeanshiy, totale ..j225 .-.. 5...’ 

One year on'farm.!..... 5... 
All other years 


EE AS es 
ES ee eee ee 
Kinship not reported...........-.. 
INO RamsaIp, total.>.....2....-. 2% 

One year on farm 
All other years 


75462°—24—_8 


{ 
| 


| 


Ratio 
of cash 
rent to 

land 
value. 


pe ou Ou ees 
et et ee Or CO CO 


Aver- | Aver- Ratio | Aver- | Aver- 
Num- age age |ofcash| Num-; age | age 
ber of | cash value |rentto| berof| cash | value 
farms. |rent per| per land | farms. rent per, per 

acre. acre. | value. | acre. | acre. 

Medina. Mercer. 

217 | $3.89 $101 3.9 149 | $4.80 $146 
41 3aD0 100 3.5 48 4.27 145 
38 3.90 132 3.0 Joes. cehlcoe ah ae eee 

138 3.98 92 4.3 101 5. 07 147 
58 4.48 101 4.5 23 5. 82 160 
80 3. 70 88 4,2 | 78 4, 89 144 

| 
Monroe Morrow. 

109 1.72 37 4.7 189 4. 40 100 
23 25 38 SU 47 4,42 104 
25 1.58 33 4.8 4 4. 56 83 
61 1. 59 38 4,2 138 4. 38 100 
21 1255 43 3.6 49 4, 87 96 
40 1.70 35 4.6 89 4.14 102 

Muskingum Perry. 

197 2. 39 62 3.9 152 1.91 37 
36 2. 56 48 one 19 3. 69 82 
56 1.98 79 2.5 23 2. 40 54 

105 205 58 4.2 110 1.60 29 
40 2. 38 52 4.6 41 1.82 28 
65 2. 63 62 4,2 69 1. 47 29 

Pickaway. Putnam. 

154 7.01 176 4.0 235 6. 80 183 

17 75:25 171 4,2 93 6. 49 188 
ee eke wales, cree aio see oe ee 12 5. 99 164 

137 6. 98 176 4.0 130 7.08 182 
30 7. 82 183 4.3 29 7.74 183 

107 6.77 175 3.9 101 6. 92 182 

Stark. Sumunit. 

385 4.16 139 3.0 329 4.09 203 
56 4.03 120 3.4 34 3. 39 178 

157 4, 22 162 2.6 64 4.49 207 

172 4.15 124 3.3 231 4.10 206 
50 4, 31 112 3. 8 87 4.70 219 

122 4. 09 128 32 144 Shri! 199 | 

Union Washington. 
| 

316} ~G1716° 133| 4.6) 162]. 1.68 40 | 
54 5.99 140 4,3 22 1.19 34 
67 5. 83 136 4.3 51 1.45 31 

195 6. 33 130 4.9 89 1. 96 46 
80 6. 72 121 sa) 27 2. 28 52 

115 6. 09 135 4.5 62 1.81 44 

Wayne. Wood 

190 3. 93 110 3.6 255 6. 84 253 
31 4.12 119 30 80 6. 66 289 
49 3.95 104 3.8 Ones eae er?) ee 

110 3. 87 110 3.0 175 6. 93 | 235 
33 4. 80 128 3.8 44 8.07 | 182 
77 3.55 103 3.4 131 6. 
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TABLE 1.—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value of rented farms — 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


Aver- | Aver- | Ratio Aver- | Aver- | Ratio 
Num- age age | ofcash | Num- age age | of cash 
ber of | cash | value | rent to} berof | cash | value | rent to 
farms. |rent per} per land | farms. |rent per| per land 
acre. | acre. | value. acre. | acre. | value. 
OKLAHOMA. Blaine. Caddo. 
Priests 4s Src as oe 206 | $1.44 $31 4.6 771 | $1.98 $43 4.7 

Kinshi Gal Neos to ee oe 3 1. 26 18 7.2 8 1.99 40 5.0 
Kinship not reported...........--|------ o-|-ee2es eee eee 1 94 38 2.5 
Wo kinship, torah... ..¢5. - 3/284 203 1.45 32 4.6 762 1,98 43 4.7 

One year on fatm.- 3.22.2) < 4. 52 1.70 35 4.9 271 2.16 49 4.4 

AlPother years ..2...0. 22... 151 1, 38 31 4.5 491 1.90 40 4.8 
Canadian. Cleveland 

Hipe otal #262 ies eens ee oe 169 2. 25 47 4.8 151 1.98 38 5.2 

is! Kinship See Duerl Aba ee tS 4 2. 58 56 4.7 11 2. 49 44 5.6 
Kinship not reported. . =. .-h.cot Oo | ene Stree te FT. eS oats hol epee eres cellnemeets ee ee 
No Einahip, total i ae hae eaaee er on 165 2. 24 47 4.8 140 1.94 38 5.1 

One year on farm............ 71 2. 31 46 5.0 64 2. 09 33 6.4 

All other years . 03.222... .22: 94 2. 20 48 4.6 76 1. 84 41 4.4 
Comanche Dewey 

MiberbOtalec ons. nose ee cose ceeee 337 1.65 37 4.5 143 1407 22 4.8 

ay Kinshi OR ae ee ee 1 48 20 2.4 u 1.00 18 5.5 
Kinship not reported.............|--------|-------- fisio ss saftia|'Ste acne es|omiste aiaellc acie at ota) Rien tel eee 
No idnehip ‘ total BP Bemct ene 336 1. 67 37 4.5 136 1.07 23 4.8 

Gneryear-on farm =. 2... 5.22% 114 1. 87 39 4.8 55 27 25 5.1 
ATP OLHGE Yeats ...5 525 5-5 oo hee 222 1.57 36 4.3 81 . 96 21 4.5 
Garfield Garvin 

White totale-ssas. > Coocceet sce oeeeen 82 2.18 66 3.3 176 2.79 53 5.2 
iarnebigy iu. 2 eee eee 3| 195 80} 24 1) 5.00} 100 5.0 
Kinship not reported........-.--- Orso ieeee|s See ses sell LOUIS Sore. Seiler seer ee 
Mo Kinship, tOLAL «28 wame.ce else 79 2.19 65 3.3 73 2.78 53 5.2 

One year on farm. ..........- 19 3. 05 67 4.6 84 3.75 53 vigil 
IAT Other Vears - tenet 22 see oe 60 1.97 65 3. 0 91 2.13 54 4.0 
Grady Haskell 

White MtOtalas- se coss. ce hoe Seon. 316 2. 63 51 Doi 72 3. 52 42 8.4 
RONSHAD. op ote ode ons = barge ole Bae 7 2.35 62 3.8 |b. 0.--sclocnec-2-|e -nc4ete bees 
Kinship not reported.............|.-------|-----2--|-----22-[e- eee [eee ee nee [eee [eee tne fee ees 
INO manSshin, totals .*6p.-.---pge 309 2. 64 51 5. 2 72 3. 52 42 8.4 

One year on farm. ..........- 122 3. 16 62 5.1 40 4. 05 41 9.8 
ATMVOTHEL yViGalS-..) cc cess bas 187 2. 36 45 523 32 2. 93 42 aul 
Hughes. Kay. 

White: sOtaleioss. cs Stcce see Soc e ee 175 2. 44 38 6.4 175 1.72 63 hes f 
ET 2d Sa aa eae We Raveed as bes ar, Wohin aot Mee ay 2| 2.62 82 3.0 
Kinship Not TENOrted sce. kL seal saa See a> Re Seesaw oe ee ome nets re | aeeeets eral Sa eel eee ee ee 
No Einship, fofAle dsc sete 175| 2.44 38 6.4 173 hy ded 63 27 

One-yearionfarm= |... -.--..- 78 3. 00 43 ee 42 2. 30 61 3.8 
Allother years s..¢ co-'- =e 97 2.12 36 5.9 131 1.55 63 2.5 
Kingfisher Kiowa 

Muito tOtdloert toc seeker tee tepes eee 102 1. 87 42 4.5 209 1. 56 39 4.0 
KGS Dees Sacer. 2 ote culate cesses 4 2. 05 36 5rd. 3 1. 76 50 3.5 
Kinship not reported...........--|------.-|--------|--------[----2--2]---- 222 - [eee eee ]ee eee pee fee c ence 
INokanship; totale: +... 22-22. saan. 98 1. 86 42 4.4 206 1. 56 38 4.0 

One year on farm. .......-.-.- 34 1. 82 35 5. 2 55 2. 05 41 5.0 
“Adlothersyears=.-=-5-2--822 5 64 1. 88 44 4.2 151 1. 54 38 3.8 


| Aver- | Aver- 


f 
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Taste 1.—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value of rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


Ratio Aver- | Aver- | Ratio 
Num-| age age |ofcash| Num-| age age |ofcash 
berof| cash | value |rentto} berof| cash | value | rent to 
farms. jrent per} per land | farms. |rent per} per land 
acre. | acre. | value. | acre. | acre. | value. 
| 
OKLAHOMA—Continued. Le Flore. | Lincoln. 

0 SS ee eee 189 | $2.76 $32 8.7 515 | $2.03 $36 5.7 
_ 7) dt (Se 3 2. 56 29 8.9 16 1, 58 36 4.4 
Kinship not reported....-.-------|--------|--------|--------|---++-2-|--+- 2220 )eeen eres |-- eee reel eee eee 
Peneemusg total. -.........- =] 186 2.76 32 8.7 499 2. 05 36 5.3 

One year on farm. ....-.-.--- 93 3. 22 35 9.2 277 2, 27 36 6.3 
er VORIS..-._.-----.- 93 2. 43 29 8.3 222 1. 80 35 5.1 
Logan. McClain 
Se ee 234 1.73 37 4.7 174 2. 86 49 5.9 
i Cee eS eee eee a Z 1.00 13 7.9 
Kinship not reported. .......-.--- 7 SS eae ee ee eee Sete eee 
fos ge ee 27 2S ee 234 1.73 37 4.7 170 | 2.92 50 5.9 
One year on farm. .........-- 126 2. 01 38 5.3 88 | 3.14 53 5.9 
ee GEGES. 2... -.---.- 108 1. 46 36 4.1 82) 2.69 46 5.8 
j 

Major Okfusgee. 

ae a Se eee 109| 1.06 22} 4.8] 342) 2.89 47 6.2 
Ne ee 2 1.09 19 5.8 4 3. 67 52 7.0 
Kinship not reported.........---- oo) ee ee Cee ees See fe See ee 2 
oo ee 107 1.06 22 4.8 338 89 47 6.2 

One year on farm. .........-.- 48 1.30 23 5.6 123 | 3.38 50 6.7 
All otfier yenrs ..-.....=...2.< 59 . 88 22 4.1 215 2.65 45 5.9 

Oklahoma Okmulgee 
0 a ee 352 2. 37 73 ass 230 2. 38 42 5.6 
7 Se eee 18 1. 86 80 2.3 1 5. 00 51 9.8 
Kinship not reported............- _ ie 84 ORs eer O[ ..-2...8.- eee 
SO ag oo a 334 2.41 72 3. 2 229 2. 37 42 5.6 
One year on farm. ........-.-. 174 2.60 65 4.0 84 2. 94 42 7.0 
All other years.........-.- pede 160 2. 23 79 2.8 145 2.13 42 5.0 

Osage. Payne. 

nd po. --- se 2. - 421 1.77 37 4.8 412 1.71 36 4.7 
Ee ie eee 8 1.70 34 4.9 15 2.05 51 4.0 
Kinship not reported........-...-.- O50 eB. -- O4.-:.-._ 522 eee 
No kati | Wot =. = 22... 413 1277 37 4.8 397 1.70 36 4.7 

One year on farm. _.......... as 1.79 41 4.4 168 1.73 35 4.9 

mt Giet Yearn..........._. 315 1.77 36 4.9 229 1.68 36 4.6 
Seminole 

0 Ee 196 | 2.34 36 AC) Sei meee ee! omit 

ee eee 3 2. 32 26 SG ee ees eee SS 

Kinship not reported............. _ MES Od f) BS Seen, OE ee Oe 

No ee 193} 2.34 36 “olay Taare MA 

One year on farm. .........-. 81 2.70 35 5 ee eee eee 

oS eee 112 2.10 37 4S Se een ere 
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TaBLe 1—Average rent, average value, and ration of rent to value on rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy by counties—Continued. 


— ee eee 


White. Japanese. 
Aver-| Aver-| Ratio Aver- | Aver-| Ratio 
Num-| age age |ofcash|; Num-/| age age | ofcash 
ber of| cash | value |rentto| berof | cash | value | rent to 
farms. jrent per, per lan farms. |rentper| per land 
acre. | acre. | value. | acre. | acre. | value. 
OREGON. | 
Baker: 
TG ie Sp Res, YM Re Vee 71 | $3.90 $76 5.1 |. ona. foe Pees] SoCo 
HOMISHEp.... 6 aoe. ae 10 4. 21 108 3.9) |...52e..-]2 oo -keee Se 
Kinship not reported............. 18 4. 94 63 (i eer seen ss ks Sh 
No. Kinship, Lotal?. 2 22.223: 5. 3 43 3. 40 61 5.6 |. es]. Baas eee 
One year'on farm... : =3. 2... 21 3. 76 59 0:4. oc ae clasee eee | sioe's el ieee 
mil-other years 22-2 -2-~ 42-22 22 3. 18 63 Bel}. sce soups en. te | oe oceare fare ere 
Benton: 
DG) 2 a 97 2. 33 60 3.9 | 1 $0. 65 $26 2.5 
inst ed een ee on Pes 18 2. 02 70 2.9 |. 24052) Sol 8. ke ee 
Kinship not reported............. 12 2. 97 69 Ca i eae ae mene! ec aed 2 =, 
Noataushin tate. tt. 67 2.31 55 ery Bae tae EEE eal eae be hee inp 
One-year on farm. -.-.....--.- 40 2. 87 56 5. 2 Oo ote loaapee acl eae 
All other years..............- of | 18 55 3.3 1 65 26 | 2.5 
Clackamas: 
Motaly: -. cb Bee ey ee 283 3. 32 120 2.8 14 7.60 173 4.4 
RSI oe (ee a ee 32 2. 86 106 Pt fi Pe Sere) eee ea) 
Kinship not reported............. 36 | 7S] 1907] ~ (Bt | ee | _2 es aee eee 
Nokinship, total... -- 2.22.22. 215 3. 25 113 29). 2 25322 | oSeen be | - cock eee 
One year on farm, ~~ 2 ST 122 Bo 117 2.8 6| 9.53 176 5.4 
All other, years... 222... .. 2-2 93 3. 28 109 3.0 8} 6.30 171 3.7 
Coos: 
MotHler 0.0.99. 223 -Se8.. Se 179 3. 27 94 3.8 |. ..2.-2 7) ananeeee et eee eae 
BATtSOUp.. i} 452 # ..5 BU 2: Ea 22 2.47 59 4.2 |. .01..) jot ee ae 
Kinship not reported............- 30 2.71 74 Ooh | sa cod on she ES CS Se ee 
Nokintship, fOldls-: joo. .2227 6 127 3. 62 108 3. 4. | 26. tc) «- Stcaalts ance tebe eee 
One-year ontarm=~-: 2=-2.2 2 69 4. 21 91 4T. | ocnsin ews) oneicchor| seeeate. eee 
AUT GtHer VEAES .. 2.30.5 58 3. O1 126 204 |. ss csalsboccste oe ce ee 
Douglas: 
PRO ees ee P ee ee. te 181 1. 24 35 5 a i eee ee ie 
enstige. 7 eeee . | Set ee 14 1. 20 35 o. 4: | 228 6S eee eee eee 
Kinship not reported............. 23 1.95 43 4.6 22555220) cemeceecleG-nee eee 
Nokanship ;totial-.25. 2. bk. 144 1517, 34 BiG.) ch os Sec) enema eee Pee =e 
One year on farm. -.-.....-.: 74 1.45 40 Sg [Roan eae (pial ne | ee | Eek 
AWother'years../.2°.....£22: 70 - 98 29 3:8 | oS occ] ca ances aedita eeeoeeeee 
———— 
Lane: 
Cities Pe a a ee eee ae Brad 180 2.14 56 BiB |. -2oece aw. cmos]. ocen cee pee 
LEST ea: sy eee eae ie a eae 23 2531 75 Ee eer meee roe noe Seo - 
Kinship not reported........-.... 15 1. 25 37 Sb Ail oreo se selaes aces «lees eee rn 
Wo kduship, ipial.-..--.....-2sse 142 2.19 55 40 |e olla ite ct o]oe cere eee 
One year on farm. ........... 80 2.43 53 4.5. | oe eee] cece] Son cee eee 
AMWcothertyears ..5.2,4---..1 8 - 62 1. 94 56 3. Oi|Saaeeeres Peers pee so 
a ee ee 
Linn: 
Romig. =. let. 5. Sak. Ee 316 2.47 70 3s, amore won| SSeS | 1667.28 eee 
aright: -. .4i2@.¥_ 2.6 pet. 8B. 51 2.12 68 SB A ees | fei 2) PO BE eee 
Kinship not reported.........:..- 44 2.37 61 3. 9 fo. 6 Goll ned. ee se 
Nereis totale =. 22 TSss. sc. s 221 east | 72 3:6.) 2022.2.) Lh. s. See 
One year on farm. ..........- 120 3. 08 a 4.0 lochs. -|- oe 
Adbether years. ...>....s- i520 101 2.13 67 Se eee | o/cb 2 -tpse| caw eee rr 
Marion: 
APY SS ee Coe ee ae ee 188 3, 00 99 3.0 i ier 8 Ears 186 6.3 
TOT Gf eae Bee aes Spee ais Ee 30 3. 44 114 3: OY 2S ol a lee 
Kinship not reported........-..--.- 11 4.19 153 Zot | eos cee oe] ts acetals <i eere eeeee 
No kinship -total: >:2:t-2>. +1. - 147 2. 87 93 SS ees eae | wceta net Serums mace ates 
One year on farm. .......---- 62 3. 16 89 3. 6 | 0 |e. 2c alae eee eee 
All othenyvears:i:t-<-0 ee 85 2.\70 96 2. 8 | 2 | 11.73 186 6.3 
Polk: 
Total CA RR, — i. a a en ee 2S 129 2. 61 82 abe 2 eee eee eee eeeeee 
TFGVECL Th 1 SS SOA ere Ne rape 7 25 2. 85 87 3. 8:|.-secees| cece =| Seen eee 
Kinship not reported...........-- 35 3. 39 91 Set Ges seae [ne cle oe a ote te in| oe 
No kinship, total....2..2.<..2 72.34. 69 2. 28 75 El ees ere! enamel. 
One year onifarm:< === 2-25-.- 30 2.45 61 7 |) ees eer ees (eee | 
All.other years. «2.2. 2<222 22 =~ | 39 2.15 | 86 2, Bios sdnedweesce el eee eee 
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TaBLE 1.—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rént to value on rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


OREGON—Continued. 


Kinship 


Kinship not reported.....-.-.-- 
Nosansntp, total. .......--.+ 
One year on farm. .....-. 
ANF other years. ...-.-.-<: 


PENNSYLVANIA. 


Pee, teal aan 2a L522 2 55 ae - 
ow a eee ee 
Kinship not reported............. 
Momeni, tOlal. 0... 

One year on farm.-........... 
AlVother;years-. 5.2522... 052 


MUTT CD. G12 a 


Kinshi 


i a) 


Kinship not reported............. 
eminem, total... _............. 
One year on farm............ 
mu Gnneryears.........-.....- 


p 
Kinship not reported............. 
Moemauship, total... °............. 


One year on farm 


Dp 
Kinship not reported............. 
Nekinentp, votale.- |. --..... 2. 
One year on farm............ 
All other years. .............. 


BlLOuner years... 22... 5...2.- 


White. Japanese. 
Aver- | Aver- | Ratio Aver- | Aver- | Ratio 
Num- age age | ofcash} Num- age age | of cash 
ber of | cash value |rentto| berof| cash value | rent to 
farms. |rent per| per land | farms. jrent per; per land 
acre. acre. | value. acre. | acre. | value. 
| 
337 | $4.79 $143 BBR 5 | SiOz $211 aa 
50 4. 68 150 Be, soca creer cts eee 
29 4.44 137 Sos ae Falex 2 eee 
258 4,85 143 ee nn ne ese 
118 4. 88 142 3.4 1 10. 45 227 4.6 
140 4, 82 143 3.4 4 6.79 210 on 
os aS | | Se | SS — 
140 3. 62 130 De BN NS | eee | ade eae 
20 2. 82 89 2 7e| Pes ool Re | 5. cece 1 
itis 4 ABtohe 119A 14th 13.9"| 22.22. 322 bao |e Eee 
108 3.70 140 Ds Gal eee 8 es |e |. coe 
54 3. 58 95 2 ju [Rhee ra ea Mad ae | ee 
54 3.79 172 Pel err oer ene ae [tteeeeee |e 
| | 
White. Negro. 
Mo A et eee 
Aver-| Aver-| Ratio Aver- | Aver- | Ratio 
Num-j| age age |ofcash| Num-| age age | ofcash 
ber of} cash value |}rentto| berof| cash | value} rentto 
farms. jrent per} per land ‘|| farms. |rent per} per | land 
acre. | acre. | value. acre. | aere. |- value 
Butler. Center. 
353 | $1.69 $69 PAS 52 | $3.91 $54 ay 
42 1.74 vil Aas 12 By a | 64 4.9 
99 8 67 7a 3 1.99 4] 4.9 
212 1.65 69 2.4 ou 4.34 52 8.3 
73 1.70 61 2.8 18 6.03 45 BPs 
139 1.62 72 2.2, 19 2. 86 59 4.9 
Chester. Clearfield. 
496 4, 26 110 3.9 83 1.67 36 4.7 
62 4,14 100 4,2 20 1. 29 36 3.6 
170 4.36 106 4.1 11 4.41 47 9.5 
264 4, 23 116 Bir / 52 i SY 34 4.0 
83 4.79 115 4,2 18 1.75 48 ord! 
181 4,01 116 3. 4 | 34 Toot 28 4.2 
Indiana. Luzerne 
125 1.39 41 3.4 205 3. Sl 118 Bh, 
23 1.75 51 3. 4 33 Spa 74 4.9 
19 2.18 40 5.5 ae 2. 83 77 =e | 
83 i faa ie 38 3.0 120 4, 39 155 XS 
26 1233 44 3.0 ao a)3)8° 116 2.9 
57 1. 06 36 3.0 87 4, 84 171 2.8 
Lycoming. Pike. 
99 3. 04 58 553 43 1.38 32 4.3 
39 2.68 61 4.4 7 . 80 40 2.0 
13 5.03 98 1 1 2.63 184 1.4 
47 2. 83 43 6..5 35 aa! 26 5.9 
19 2. 44 42 5,8 10 fos 29 4.2 
18 3.01 44 6.8 25 1.58 25 6.3 
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TABLE 1.—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value of rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


Aver- | Aver- | Ratio Aver- | Aver- | Ratio 
Num- age age | ofcash} Num- age age | of cash 
ber of | cash | value |rentto| berof | cash | value | rent to 
farms |rent per! per land | farms. |rent per| per land 
acre. acre. | value. acre. acre. | value. 
PENNSYLVANIA—Continued. Wayne. 
Rube POA. 2. 22 o.bta ont ota demem as 124] $1.50 $28 
Manshnini 2% 6055 Seo soca 27 2. 04 37 
Kinship not reported.-.-........-. 24 1. 48 32 
Wokiaship, total... 225. 5.--84,55 73 1.32 24 
One year on farm............ 27 1. 29 22 
Adl other yearsos: 25. 2 252--5- 46 1.36 25 
White. 
Aver- | Aver-| Ratio Aver- | Aver-| Ratio 
Num-| age age |ofcash} Num-| age age of cash 
ber of | cash | value |rentto| berof| cash | value | rent to 
farms. |rent per| per land | farms. |rent per| per land 
acre. | acre. | value. acre. | acre. | value. 
SouTH CAROLINA. 
Barnwell: 
VN) eco ea en is aS ep 77 | $3.33 $41 8.1 100 | $4.67 $45 10.4 
TRAE ees Se ee es oe 22 2.10 36 5.9453. cele oekeebelensee es SEE 
Kinship not reported..........--- 0 


Notkanship, total -. 3-022. .5.-\-.2- 
One year on farm 
AGTGther, years. 2.0.05. eo, 


Mainsitin=..jotueteo = so ee ab ore. - 

Kinship not reported 

No-inship, total-.-.3.-..2: 4222. 
One year on farm 
‘AMOLber ‘years -\ $32.2 25 hse 


Kershaw: 


ISTH So set eo eee nica eee 

Kinship not reported 

Nostanship’ total:=- 2.2 522. sees 
One year on farm 
AT OENGF years. io 25°C ee 


CGTISIISG SS. Pen coracs ola tes ok 
Kinship not reported 
No kinship, total........ 
One year on farm 
AlWother years =. 22 coos. cee 
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TABLE 1.—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value of rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


Aver-| Aver-| Ratio Aver-| Aver-| Ratio 
Num-| age age jofcash| Num-| age e | ofcash 
ber of; cash | value |rentto| berof| cash wae rent to 
farms. jrent per per land | farms. rent per| per land 
acre. | acre. | value. acre. | acre. | value. 


SouTH Dakota. Bon Homme. Clay. 
| 
White, VOTE? like aS ee ees Se 61} $3.92 $179 2.2 141 | $5.87 $242 2.4 
itmemtbnngese oe pe Te Pesan 5-2 16 4.53 208 2.2 51 5. 59 239 2.3 
Kinship not reported............- 4 2. 88 161 1.8 Q }:22 222: 2|252 322 
Maaansiip, total: =: -:_......-3.72 4] 3.7 172 2.2 90 6. 06 245 25 
One year on farm-.---......-- 10 4, 32 203 | Fed 25 6.68 242 2.8 
All other years............--- 31| 3.64 163 | 22 65| 5.84 246 2.4 
Lake Lincoln. 

oT) SS ers 166 4. 57 174 2.6 267 6. 10 250 2.4 
7 ld eee 29| 4.03 189 ae 76| 5.67 259 2.2 
Kinship not reported .-..--......- 17 4.99 162 3.1 7 5. 85 266 ZZ 
No kinship, total.............-.-- 120! 4.63 172 2.7 184] 6.30 245 2.6 
One year on farm..--.......- 41 5. 26 182 2.9 60 7.01 242 2.9 
mibether years=_..-2.....--2- 79 4. 33 168 2.6 124 5. 99 246 2.4 

Minnehaha. Moody 
ETE ee 437| 5.62 207 2.7; 263| 5.34 216 2.5 
i oT ie ae ee 73 5. 11 204 2.5 40 5. 10 222 FAR: 
Kinship not reported.....-.....- 84 5. 35 194 2. 8 O | 22ei25).25 3 See 
Re tansinp total - ~~. -<...:...2- 280 5. 86 212 2.8 223 5. 38 215 2.5 
One year on farm: - -.2.2.27.-- 98 6. 67 209 Dae 101 5. 95 242 2.5 
All other years..............- 182 5.51 214 2.6 122 5. 00 197 2.5 

Turner. Union 
| Le ees 246 5.15 224 2.3 283 5. 98 233 2.6 
ST eae eee | 68 4.79 235 2.0 79 5. 43 235 2.3 
Kinship not reported.-...--...... 16 4.59 197 2.3 37 6.13 268 2.3 
No kinship, total................ 162| 5.40 221 2.4 167| 6.24 223 2.8 
One year onfarm..-.......... 59 5. 96 212 2. 8 48 6. 95 232 3.0 
All other years...... Pe Pee SE 103 5.11 226 2.3 119 5. 98 220 2.7 

Yankton 
| 

5 ~ at eahe ey Mi LOB MSN, BS fees. Pea eboney se) re hey 
pee tn eee ee 41 4. 28 178 Be AER ee See ers 2 |oo-eedea]----2=00 
Kinship not reported..........-.- 11 4.67 188 Pes] a ON A a Pees eee): 
Moksmsnin, FoLal- 22-2... 52: 159 5,28 203 Pe AR: te ce sto tee locate noo] eee 
One = onmrarm: =; ..-=.. 2). 32 5. 34 150 BAY eS ae ee a I eA 
All other years............... 127 5.17 218 pet een peta Res | eee ose Foe 
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TaBLE 1—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value on rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


Aver-| Aver- | Ratio | Aver-| Aver-| Ratio 
Num-| age age | ofcash| Num-| age age |of cash 
ber-of | cash | value |rentto} berof| cash | value | rent to 
farms. |rent per; per land | farms. rent per} per land 
acre. | acre. | value. | acre. | acre. | value. 
TENNESSEE. White. Negro. 
Bedford: 
PROUAD ces wmarclo cei ge ces sEean = bee 172 | $3.46 $89 3.9 8| $1.83 $67 2.8 
TECICCIG! S16 gee eR Sire ean er Se 32] 3.99 101 Sn oe we Renn |. yee ee 
Kinship not reported.....-...... 5} 3.58 110 BoB || cine an cen |s oeetesiae osetia 
Notkinship, total =...< 2.26.02, <% <- 135sha | oe 83 SO ee rege all ee eee ee 
One year onfarm............| 75-1. 3.86 91 4,2 5 2.58 66 3.9 
AJL Other Yeats <2 556.64 ca -| 60 | 2.73 76 3.6 3 1.62 67 2.4 
Cannon: 
"TGP ne, thy eee cles SRI le a 28 2.45 45 Se 4 |e os Vole oa eee 
ERTISTI ee yc er te aoe ee ee 5 2. 21 60 BLT Aeinosce oe So atiee ae lec cee oe 
Kinship not reported..........-- 3 2.37 30 8:0 oo cae fe sasecs| 
No kinship, total....-........... 20| 2.54 a0 6.0.10. ..2222hecseeseslonse ee 
One year on farm.........--.- | 10 1. 88 32 D9 foe mere sche tere eee ae oe saa 
Albother years...)-......../. | 10 | 2. 93 48 6..0°}..2. 2 25), DOSAETS Ses ee 
Coffee: 
Motel Gee... See. TASS. & 42 2. 28 51 4.5 1 1.00 10 10.0 
Hairs eee ck yee ee ee 8 2.48 63 SS OA xe rctornac all Paceece.|seesee | Saeee 
Kinship not reported...........- 8 ees 5 ee RO oe eee ed hee fee le ee - 
WNokinships totale = 22. 5-.-.0- 34 2. 24 49 AVG. sooo 2 Balle Sas ae aa ee 
One year onfarm...........- 19 2. 07 41 5.0 1 1. 00 10 10.0 
AGI OUNET Years ooso ssc. s oe 15 2. 33 52 4.4 Oe. tate] 5. oes oe 
Dyer: 
NUM eeee eee os. . Safeco 32k oe 502 6. 44 97 6.6 29 6. 58 92 tne 
LESTE) Sa Oe en ed 37 5. 30 108 AQ) Sos dale sev etealligesee tee eee 
Kinship not reported. ..-.-.---.- 69 6. 53 83 1.9 | n. 2-00 53 Seer asl quceks asl a= eee 
INokinship, total. -. ~.wees.. by 396 6. 51 99 6.6 |o 202.25) -2 5 sees See ee 
One year on farm |. ...2.-....- 157 7. 20 113 6.4 2 7. 08 62 Ws: 
AN Opher-Veatst eco csr 22-222 239 6. 21 94 6.6 27 6. 55 94 6.9 
Lauderdale: 
Ota eeeicer cian ene eet ones 277 6. 27 85 7.4 181 7.19 85 8.4 
LSTA OOS tes Se eee aoe 18 5. 76 82 10 | sos occcals bescccl teen ee 
Kinship not reported..........-- 114 5. 93 84 7.0 | s2sscc42}ewceee|sss< 2 Se ee eee 
Nokinship, total --..).5:..:.2.4% 145 6. 66 86 Wo |ozccccs Altace) Ss oe eee 
One‘year onfarm:.|.)-2....l<2 55 7. 09 81 8.8 36 7. 34 ra 9.6 
Allvother years... j252)..-0b 2 90 6. 47 89 7.3 145 T18 87 8.2 
Rutherford: 

Tl = ERR SSE Seemeee Ise 260 3. 86 74 5.3 55 3.59 52 6.9 
[Rohit Raa Saae ag eee ee 55 2. 88 63 ASG. 52 2 Bhcclo coos cS ales Senses es eee 
Kinship notreported...........-- 5 5. 70 115 Ae Os oe BR aon pone | eee ee |sasceeee 
Noxanship, totals o2..- 2225.28 -% 200 4, 20 77 SD. tee wel daes fae Oleeces ee 

One year on farm -;.-- =. -<.-- 107 4. 67 80 6.0 24 3. 32 42 7.9 
ATL OUHEr Years... 2.2.2.5 vse 93 3. 68 75 4.9 31 SET 61 6.2 
Tipton: 
TEED | gps, aie Oilan a ign ee Pe, Sia 527 5. 97 68 8.8 341 8. 36 80 10.4 
[KSSH sees os oan ee oes 62 4, 26 78 515") Soc8scc dl saecet 23 azar eae eee 
Kinship not reported..........-- 75 4.31 48 ee eS ee es 
INO KMS, LOLaI.- 25-0000. F-: 390 6. 73 72 ONE a BG oe eee ee eee 
One year on farm............ 151 7. 20 69 10. 4 89 8. 82 78 11.3 
AUNOEHer years: 025. .-.2 32552 239 Go 73 8.9 252 8. 22 81 10.2 
TEXAS. 
Anderson: 
TUG Ses Gee eee oe eee 60 2. 92 38 7.8 13 2. 3D 34 6.9 
Kein Shipeeene- oes noe eee eee 3 2.30 26 9.2 Noe cde col nde Soe sleeateee Eee 
Kinship not reported.........-.-.- 2 3. 84 56 6.8 G30. 2} Seances ace cece eee 
Nerkanship stotal.. °>....2:-c--<28 55 2. 97 39 Tock, |Shmce weal eurecs \ S| Sees oR 
One year on farm. ........... 29 3. 08 33 9.4 4 5. 26 54 9.7 
mulvother years.2:.:-.-5--242 26 | 2.84 45 6.3 9 2.01 32 6.3 
———| —————| a 
Bastrop: 
it gop: Ses ee 27.) 234 25 9.1 8| 2.89 Al 7.0 
KCTOG A GERae ne tee er encase 5 2.44 48 ip | ers eee Pe SS 
Kinship not reported... ...-.-.-- 1 5. 00 81 652. eos ck' o| scm epee eee 
INokimship, total. .-..2<2.2..:5< 21 2. 27 22 10) 2 Vo Sea es cake eae eee Pee 
One yearonfarm......-.-..... 9 2.59 29 8.9 1 3.00 86 3.5 
Ailiother years... J<2-20--.2- 12 |-52. 18 20| 10.6 7.| 22:87 34 | 8.6 
oe ee OS OO eS eS 


inship notreported 
No kinship, total 
One year on farm 
All other years 


Kinship not eed 
No kinship, total 
One year onfarm. 
Allother years 


ship not reported 
No kinship, total 
One year on farm 
All other years 


Kinship not reported 
No kinship, total 
One year on farm 
All other years 


Caldwell: 
Total. 


Kinship not reported 
No kinship, total 
One year on farm. 
All other years 


end not reported 
No kinship, total 
One year onfarm. 
All other years 


Kinship 
Kinship not reported. . 
No kinship, total 


One year on farm. 


Allother years 
Cherokee: 
Total 


Kinship 

Kinship not reported 

No kinship, total... .. 
One year onfarm. 
All other years 


ed 


Kinship not reported 
No kinship, total 
One year on farm 
All other years... 


oo es 


re ee ed 


Se 


eee twee 


See ee 


Se 


Se 
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TABLE 1—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value on rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


White. Negro. 
| 
Aver- | Aver- | Ratio Aver- | Aver- | Ratio 
Num- age age j|ofcash}| Num- age age | ofcash 
ber of | cash value |rent to] berof | cash value | rent to 
farms. |rent per} per land | farms. jrent per) per land 
acre. acre. value - acre. acre. value. 
| ae ao <a 
| 1] $3.84 $53 7.2 $71 | $5.03 49 | 10.2 
12) 3-793 30.) 10.-0)|_.. <2. Aceseee<o}e eee 
2| 2.08 42 4 aerate a Er iigshe oe 
Wiel 3.87 55 728 1 6 ee ee loc 222] tot Ge 
41 3.91 67 5.8 | 18 | 4. 32 42 10.3 
33 3.84 46 8.4 | 53 | 5.24 51| 10.2 
| | 
70| 3.58 41 S:8 30 5.25 61 | 8.6 
3| 4.00 21 189) | 92 oe| 2252s.) eee 
21| 1.64] 47 Ci = es ee ee 
46| 3.94 44 0 bol Joe 
21} 2.05 39 5.3 | fi) 6:42 57 10.8 
25} 5.28 48 11.0 | 79| 5.17 | 61 8.4 
38 ate. 34 6.2 | 28 3. 36 38 8.9 
5 .79 31 Pe ee PEON ES Se 
Oe} eh a lo22-5-s2|. 0) 
33 | 2.46 Be) 5 Feds) cose [bet 40 2 an 
12| 3.14 47| 6.7 9| 2.59 24 10.8 
21 2.29 oa i Ae 19 3.79 | 45 8.3 
| | | | 
29| 3.36 29] 11.6| 12] 7.25 72 10.1 
1} 2.00 21 97!) els. bee node les = ee 
8| 2.80 19 1 ey eens Clee Me 
20| 3.93 96)" 1082) cn. 5 ORL ee 
§| £223 34) daa} 2} 10.00 | 89 11.3 
11| 3.61 41 8.9 10| 6.82 | 69 9.8 
| 
20| 6.83 | i) 7-2 | Fi eg ey 19 6.9 
OG) IA a. ob Paha e we Seats bet 8 oooes oe ee 
"Lp tee Se ek eae al as eres pest | | its 2 
20| 6.83 94 P22 \ icles lee eee 
6\ 6.29 77 8.1 1 1.25 16 7.8 
14| 6.99 99 7.0 2 1. 63 33 5.0 
35| 3.26 33 10.0 9 1.70 17 9.8 
6 . 86 45 SCS Pepeeeees ceeeees tree 
1 2.50 35 Wo | cseecc sc). ee 
28} 4.09 29 12.3 leesiscis fh Et ee See 
22| 4.97 30} 16.8 3| 2.95 18 16.0 
6| 2.55 27 9.5 6| 1.27 17 7.5 
36| 2.91 | 25 11.7 4\ BO 34 6.0 
: 1.67 67 2. bscccceeckueevetnlocdccc ose eee 
S571) a0 |e -s) Be gaz ieee: te Oe Oe 
11 4. 34 39'| 11d 1 1. 00 50 2.0 
24| 2.59 22| 12.0 3 2. 25 32 Tot 
| | 
48} 2.44| 38 6.4 4} 2.75 | 36 7.9 
6| 2.14 48 Bde bids ccoclunt ites hoc. eee 
2 3. 23 87 yy a See eas ee ete 8 
40| 2.46 36 Oe) ees See LIAN PTC I. seen ) 
21| 2.57 33 7.9 3 2.57 30 8.4 
19]. 2532 40 5.8 1 2.91 41 7.1 
37 5. 49 154 3.6 2 5.00 | 200 2.5 
7 5. 03 192 OS Ee ePe eee eeeer ees PERE ee 
UR | |S eee) By eae POY ETT) La 
30] 5.70 137 BSE oe AVR ee 
8| 6.31 163 3.9 C1.) : ae ee ee 
92| 5.48 128 4.3 2} 5.00 | 200 | 2.5 
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TABLE 1.—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value of rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


White. Negro. 
Aver- | Aver- | Ratio Aver- | Aver- | Ratio 
Num- age age |ofcash| Num- age age | of cash 
ber of | cash | value |rent to} ber of | cash | value | rent to 
farms. |rent per) per land | farms. jrent per} per land 
acre. | acre. | value. acre. | acre. | value. 
TExas—Continued. 
El Paso 
NOGA es «oc cocicwene the eee 72 | $7.97 $131 6.1 4 | $15.93 $265 6.0 
Kansbip.. eset ocecSexcec--ncte4] 4, Oe oS e0 oe nde |S eee x fe ecrctere |e ree ee ere ee 
Kinship not reported..........-.- i 7. 87 300 21:6; || sicncteinae| se oaseee hehe eee eee 
Noikinship, totals-. 2 .:%..2.-22.2 71 7.97 130 (ie Gl eee se Oa Rte wa) SII 
One year on farm...-......-.- 28 7. 46 116 6.4 2 |, 15256 188 8.3 
ATV OtHerVeals..k< asec 02+ oeter 43 8. 68 149 5.8 23a 16283 450 3.7 
Falls \ 
MOta ee neeee ck eos ee wae 39 4. 25 78 5. 4 6 4. 57 34 13.4 
AUST tee Ms eee ete ae 11 4. 48 110 4, 1) ss mecinee ted Soon see terse eee 
Kinship not EeDOF (wee ee Ree R Oooo acd Se seca ines |e nddeetelececsse sa) saeee eae ae 
Nowkcdnship; totals. 2.542.482 28 4.14 62 GR glo seeeeee cee k ee eee eee 
One year on farm): 22..-.--2- 3 8 3. 95 55 (A 1 6. 00 17 36.0 
All Other Yearse ss .0s-e anc. 20 4.21 65 6.5 5 2. 98 53 5.6 
Galveston: as 
TRO Se Re el SR a eres ee 72 1.39 35 4.0 3 6.70 81 8.2 
POMSHUDS: a orice se ens ses eee 4 8. 29 64 43.(0))- 26-2. cl ooe eee | 2s Eee 
Kinship not Bl alee Pe ess ae 4 6. 58 163 AO) Nino onmiejal om rote ee ene eee 
NO UInIGHIP, COtale  o-Seas clesoece 64 1,22 34 BiG [ec cacy s SELES eS ee 
One year on‘farm.....-.- 2s. 25 3. 67 68 5.4 0 |e sess) ae 
ATNOtHOL YOSES eon <nsemecoees 39 91 29 Saal. 3 6. 70 81 8.2 
Harris: 
TUTE LE eR SA Se oe 219 2. 27 53 4.3 44 4. 48 90 5.0 
TASH sos. . 2 soins e = Sec oc a ntee 18 1. 26 42 B..0) | cc bdnecleceuce et ae anes arama 
Kinship nlot reported... .>....58:4 51 1. 81 50 BaiG Nic an own anicns eee tesa oe een eeeeete 
No kinship, totals. 2-0-.:. te: 4 150 2. 48 54 ASG |. as oo GRRL Se ees ee ee eee 
One year’ on farm: 3... - i222 78 4.11 52 8.0 20 5.05 106 4.8 
A Other years. cccaec wk seek 72 1. 56 56 2.8 24 4. 02 78 5.2 
Houston: 

COUN Cee aR pe om Na Sea a ae 24 1.51 1% 8.9 2 2. 64 16 16.8 
ERETISHIP 25, shoigccns ounce wn leaseece Wh ee | n.cid ee Bere wide tinin.c| «Se. Gavel eteteteem Be Paes | aaa 
Kinship not sy eke Sees este Ol ne eS rete | oars obits lamp cite rmcll oto cy chal lanwin eetetore totera etek Cal eee 
No kinship, total. ........ aie 38 Sy 24 1.51 17 85.9) a2. [nk SSS See TS Re eee 

One year on farm............ 15 1.65 16 10.1 Oj ees | Meee cee 
‘AN OUHOL YOalSc. osccee.cn ears 9 Pal 18 6.2 2 2. 64 16 16.8 
| ———— 
Jefferson: 
PUG halen = ae ee aint cate e ene ee 41 3. 87 40 9.7 1 4.00 63 6.4 
SSM aces tps pe at tga ee ire 2 3. 40 14 24.3, |. des 2 PRESS eee eeie eee 
Kinship not reported.-............ 5 3. 94 27 1S i ee es ee erst) ioe) ee 
No kinship, total. s 2.5. 2.3422 34 3. 91 44 8.9 +). ance denier Peace Sees Bela eens 
One year on. farm. 2. <.-. =. 14 2. 69 39 6.9 Ouls .kke Ss Sess eee see 
*ANMOther, years... ac.4 concer 20 5. 91 53 At 2 1 4. 00 63 6.4 
Lamar: 
ALTE 6 9 ES nee ae aes reek De 29 5. 26 113 4.6 3 9. 39 41 23.0 
KaTISMpecctescncass sch enase b Bet 1 3. 03 30 10,.0.). csc...) Sees oss eee Sie eee 
Kinship not reported Os ee Bos ee neccd dee) aman maic loss cie See] esteem ae eae 
Nokinship; total... 4..-3..--25 28 5. 34 116 426; |. cennncis| ste celal omenee stale ncaa 
Oneyear on farm. 5... 2.5553. 11 5. 07 60 8.4 2} 12.65 46 27.6 
FAUT OENOLY GAS So0e occie cc heoe 17 5. 51 152 3.6 1 6. 50 36 17.8 
Lee 
OTA! ile ncindaicsjeaswcleononeceee 16 1. 46 28 5.3 + 1.69 40 4.2 
GSH: pe at aoseer eek canes 9 1. 22 26 4,8, [on san lGalsiceaeiel So ee bee cen $7538 
Kinship not reported..-.......... O) a Sese cde] Se oecet lies ences leeemacael ee sees occa eeeiee Gteces 
INo‘kinship; totaless.. 222-2 2c ceee 7 1. 93 31 Gs 1). cc oeaka eco eo Sees eee esstene 
One year on farm... .......2- 3 3.14 45 7.0 0.) ccnt saa] aeewen seer <<a 
AIOTNEN VOaIS scone occe~<eees 4 1.14 23 5.0 4 1. 69 40 4.2 
Se ————== 
Leon: 
Ot oan ok alo cinasies nese nsec eee 25 1. 26 19 5} 12 1.05 15 7.0 
SHU eee ee kee one 2 1. 40 15 9.0 i}... 3: acl seeder SIS ee Secunia 
Kinship notreported:--- 2... 2.. Ole s 2h Sone cote Oe ee tates oll eee ceed Stee eee ee Bea 
INo kinship: totalic: -. eee eee 22 1.25 20 654 Non. kee nlace ee isl eee eel eee 
One. year on farm... 202.05. ll 1.15 25 4.5 0:1)... SSSaU eee eeeeeoe 
All other Years... .covssccces hl 1. 28 17 7.4 12 1.05 15 7.0 
=————SS =: =f =——— 
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TABLE 1.—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value of rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


White. Negro. 
Aver- | Aver- | Ratio Aver- | Aver- | Ratio 
Num- age age | ofcash}| Num- age age |ofcash 


ber of | cash value |rent to} ber of | cash value | rent to 
farms. |jrent per} per land | farms. jrent per| per land 


acre. acre. | value. acre. acre. | value. 
TExas—Continued 
Limestone 
USC. SAE Se i ee 17 | $4.73 $144 Se ae es res Ts feeiee ska! = 
MEME ao. ac <2 5 ee yee Oy eee base lere tate lien. lS aso. och fee cden Ss cle eee 
Kinship not reported.--........-- 5 4.10 58 6.97). 2 ee s| soe on ecel cence ee eee 
Ng@uataship: total. 2: 2.2.25. -..: 12 5. 05 188 2.1 | cscavcclesnct eon caseese eee 
One year on farm: ........... 9 5. 31 211 2.5 |aSoncece|saccdeacelsceteene ae 
AUOGHOLVEars. .... <02.-+55- 3 3. 53 58 GE oo. ce scl seccecse| eee eee 
Marion 
UDR ee Seni wire ose eceet ene 10 4.33 35 12.5 40 | $2.06 $26 7.8 
USN SUTT i582 eae ee ae 1 1. 85 19 LOO. eis. 22 ol ee ctee oleeose eee eee 
Kinship not reported..-.......--- US ooodoe Gal BScesecd lo Séesees |accnaeue Beponner lsSscescc|--0 sco: - 
No mensnip, LOLal. 2.265.222.5522 9 4.57 36 POT oa snes: -| scene bce ene ses See 
ne yearon farm: .- 22 ..3.22-2 4 5. 95 42 14. 0 13 a3 26 is ab 
PM OLHET Years. 2:2 ..2-2.4--- 5 3.22 30 10. 8 27 2. 50 27 9.2 
Milam: 
TG] ee eas ee a 75 2. 85 50 5.7 2 3. 00 128 2.3 
LL ei eee eee 8 1.81 49 BuT: |wcccc ode| Gnas mele alcigces cana 
Rinehip not gevorves pete een Aca 2 1. 66 22 WSO) [Reemwowiclloos cp cm] S oo ae See 
Wolkamship. total. 2. soFoo. 2.226 2 65 3. 10 51 63:0) prs sess<|o5- da0cs| Gaces ten Ree 
One yearion farm. =. -.2....:- 29 2. 91 60 4.9 Ooo. sew2s| santas 2s |eee eee 
AVOtnOr years .~ 2-2-3 2. - 36 3. 24 46 Cea! 2 3. 00 128 2.3 
Navarro: 
Rcemaieeee ss oan nb acs ks 30 3. 90 78 
US ee eee 7 3. 82 7 
Kinship not reported.-.....---.-. 4 3.39 63 
Namnsnin,s total:: 5.2)... 5552... 19 3. 97 80 
One: year onfarm ::. ... 2.55. 8 5. 32 97 
AIVOUIeM years... =... =225- 11 2. 96 67 
Palo Pinto: 
oe a 98] 1.80 51 5 PES eae ene pen ARS 
eae 8| 1.64 39 AR Soo | a 
Kinship not reported...........-- 0) (Sa pte clen cue =e G late rosa: tess cole se ceeh Blase eeeee ea 
No kinship, total: 2+. :4-........-- 90 1. 83 53 3i'5 | Sadisswe -[onccse del toes os See 
Oaeryear Onwiarm = .\.. =<... .,- 46 1.60 54 96 QO [asec cel see sosen| se dees oe eee 
NE Oiler Yeats. ..-......-+.- td 1. 98 52 SpD: lacwwe dais a anee-cies| cee sees ee 
Panola: 
Total... ... eta et lie a ac ad cicoc,o 35 1.90 23 8.4 42 2. 56 22 11.6 
ae a}: 7,20 O4 (Wah eee 
Kinship not reported............. 1 1.60 50 Bo 2i US. 22 3] ce ocekelSone St eR RUBE ame 
Nessnship; total;:...-..:.:...-.: 31 1. 82 22 Se Q Gos. 2-2 creaeaecl eae oe eee 
One “ea ensinrms 3. 252 3.2. 17 2. 04 20 10.3 13 3. 69 22 17.1 
miPvotber years 22: /......2-.- 14 1. 43 26 5.5 29 2, 21 22 9.9 
Parker: 
2 ee eee 65 1.78 79 py al 1 eas 9 enn PnpeGE (Le 
wi ES See 6 1.08 29 Ga 2 Veemcae sls sone as incecee | Seen 
Kinship not reported............. i 1. 26 49 DEG Ee cans |atcaseacten meses | tae 
Pe mimsiin, COtali-.......0....... 52 2. 02 96 DN None a wits dickec cle a oe bets ae eee 
One year on farm............ 29 2. 67 50 DRS esses oct] seat leas ose eee 
PAUIKOENOT YOAES .< - ses c's cca cea: 23 1. 57 127 Ue Ue Sas slawcennk <|leo ee ee eee 
Red River: 
Tetals...... 2, VEE ee 39] 3.94 69 5.7 ir)" don 60 6.9 
ao | ora eee es 4 2. 20 26 Ce TS Oe ee eR 
Kinship not i ge Lee rem serie. OU Sena eter ba cedee sl odcalans owe emeslc cme das:| sac cee ee 
Nosdanship, total................. 35 4, 27 77 BG! fe occ ook as |e ccc eee 
One year on farm............ 19 4. 51 84 5.4 3 4.00 7 14.7 
AM GGREE YOATS...........0.0% 16 3. 92 66 5.9 8 4.14 69 6.0 
Robertson: 
<i | Matai orjaielemtehain = Sie Saha 37 2. 53 98 2.6 7 1.92 39 4.9 
3) eS Ene > 2.35 37 (ol ee pea De TOR i 
Kinship not reported SA eee 3 2.18 17 1S el ee els (Qe eres erasers) (QS) 3. - 
Nekinship, total.............--.- OF.) 3.51 126 ai oe Ce 
One year on farm............ 14 2.97 288 1.0 2 3. 96 42 9.5 
MAL OGUCE YeSIS...3 5.2 ..0.-5.- 13 2. 28 45 | 5. 0 5 1. 05 38 2.8 
=| *) =| = = 


Oe 


—————————————————aarreeeeV———V—————O_O_Oooe 


124 BULLETIN 1224, U. S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE. 


TABLE 1.—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value of rented farms 


classified by kinship, color, 


and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


White. Negro. 
Aver- | Aver- | Ratio Aver- | Aver- | Ratio 
Num- age age of cash | Num- age age |ofcash 
ber of | cash | value |rentto| berof | cash | value | rent to 
farms. Jrent per; per land | farms. |rent per} per land 
acre. acre. | value. acre. |. acre. | value. 
TExas—Continued, 
Rusk: 
PROTA e rk. CRS ee cit Seto okey 47 $1.7 $27 6.4 12] $1.20 $27 4.4 
KomnShipuss sive: sen st cee Jecacieet 5 1. 20 30 oo Aa (eames) it eee ely cele aces |p 
Kinship not reported.-.....------- 2 3.32 24 1329042 2002S See ea ee 
No: kinship ; total: = -: 22252222425: | 40 1.71 27 6:3) occ. ik< ace eehele eae tee eee 
Oneryear on farm *=)225222 = 22 1. 84 30 6.1 4 1.51 26 5.8 
All other Vears=.-(222s22r2222- 18 1. 63 25 6.5 8 1.08 28 3.9 
Smith: | 
Totale..<... hp RE See a 63 3.73 52 leak 7 2. 03 19 10.6 
ferishigh POU oe UE es 5| 4.84 87 5, 2: Lvs) Teale ss ens Se 
Kinship not reported.-.....--...-- 5 2. 60 44 D. Os. ooo ee See ee | oe 
Nokinship, total: ----2 2. 2.02262 ge 5S 3. 89 52 10D" | 22 cee |b = es eee lee 
One-year ontiarm 7. 2225.22 32 3. 92 Day metienL 1 80 8 10.0 
Alother years =.) S22 2. 2. 225 21 3. 86 46 8.3 6 2. 66 25 10.7 
Tarrant: . 
PRGPAMseteree = fos oo wccboserce aniaeee 143 3.70 121 3.0 3 2.78 73 3.8 
TECTTANSL1T 0) Se gepies has eee ee 5 1.62 44 3: 67sec. ccc sa|bes ad ceelees sca eee 
Kinship not reported......-..-..-- 53 3. 51 97 3:65] ). 22.2.2 |He = sgeasle cacy alee 
Notanship, total: ::i22-2-2.322 52 85 4. 07 145 y | aS rene eal |e eM ye eee a 
One year on-farm -. _/...2-...<] 40 4, 55 148 3.1 i 2. 00 80 2.5 
AMothen years? 4-2... --2se-- 45 aul 142 2.6 2 4, 25 58 dae 
Travis: 
“TUS pls TRE ge eS ie rs 78 4.50 94 4.8 6 4.74 134 320 
AGIIS DT ess Poe te Poe ack Rene 6 6. 47 48 1395 22.2.2 52h. 1. See ee eee 
Kinship not reported......-.-..-- | 24 9. 66 298 BoD Ys cone eel en seme: ayer Bee 
Noanship, total.2s 25...’ 2. 3-2 48 3. 26 82 4.10 |e cele eee ee Goes | ee 
One year on farm........-..- 15 3. 66 124 2.9 0 ees. 53] Seca aed eee 
PAL OGHED VeaTSias< tae. <> othe 33 3.17 71 4.4 6 4.74 134 3.5 
Wharton: | 
RODHAM Me eso dss ctccoes wc noe sco } 43 Dali 65 7.9 14 5. 58 68 8.2 
[MeSH yer teres ens Se Sl ee 4 1.68 42 SO soe aes ol Seales 3 eee eae 
Kinship not reported.-.........-- 1 6. 00 40 1550") 222.22 ee ee ae eee 
No ucinship, total:: 22-2 7..22. eS: 38 5. 56 70 870" |- JS Rec IE. 3 ee las oe ee eee 
@netyearon farm: : =. -<.-. 13 4,19 44 9.4 3 4,99 58 8.6 
Aliother years -..:...52-22h--|.- 25 6. 22 82 7.6 11 6. 03 76 7.9 
Wood: 
otal-..... Seale saietecnis hase se scetn os 41 3.10 45 6.8 1 4,00 47 8.5 
KITS Des occce See ece ae = tee ee 1 1.00 50 20 Wook Ses loreeeealase "so ae silldcptatete 
Kinship not reported............. 9 4. 56 42 LOT esos. Se eae |~ epee ees 
No kinship; total: so-...222.. 255 31 2. 64 46 La ie Pere eee ees Sree |e Se: S 
One year on farm.-.......... 20 4, 29 53 8.1 1 es em a 
AlWother years=. 3.5% 22: -- 11 1.44 42 3.5 1 4. 00 47 8.5 
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TABLE 1.—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value of rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


| | | { | 
| 
| Aver-| Aver-| Ratio | 
Num-| age age | ofcash) Num- age 
ber of | cash | value | rent to. ber of ooh value | rent to 
farms. jrent per) per | land | farms. a per, per land 
| acre. | acre. | value. | acre. | acre. | value. 


} 


el Aver- | Ratio 
of cash 


VERMONT. Addison. | Franklin. 
OS ee 105 | $1.99 $45 4.5 68 | $2.73 $57 4.8 
el SSRs See 21| 1.60 48 33 12| 251 69 3.7 
Kinship not reported...........-- | 29 1. 80 36 5.0 19 2.93 63 4.7 
No keneinp, total... .........2.2-.- | 55 | . 2.30 48 4.8 37 | 2.69 49 5.5 
One year on-farm -...---.2-: 21 2.44 55 4.5 10 DA? 44 6.5 
All other years.............-- 34 2.23 45 | 5.0 74) 2. 64 51 5.1 
} \ 
Orange Rutland. 
Sis - Si a ee 15] 1.19 | 952| cae | aaah eg 5.7 
i "| at ob Eee Sree Bee Ze 1.12 24 4.7 24 172 30 5.8 
Kinship not eres ame is Ta 16 1.74 30 5.9 16 1.88 25 7.4 
Na nemeup, total-:. .) 22.2. 2-22-22 72 1.07 20 5.1 108 1. 44 27 5.4 
One-year on farm............- 37 .97 19 Dal 41 1.73 30 iF 
PNOLHOT ViCAES ... \-- ness <x | 35 T19 | 21 Oe 67 1.33 25 hes 
Windsor. 
TESTES. ot ST a ae 161 1.10 24 CSE Sept £ | tee es ioe eee | eee 
Ee ee eae 19 1.49 26 ae ee Pees ee tie: Me |. 
Kinship not reported... ee 7 - 94 23 2 yal (eget eee ee eee eee ee eens © 
Nemmnship, tOLal 2. 2-250. o- 8. 144 1.08 24 2 She aaah cee |-------- aa de Ee SS 
One year on farm.........-.. 64 | 28 Y ig fee Piya 2 us< Poles oes [es aie 
ANCOtHCE ¥eaFs-...... 2... j 80 .97 22 | Atl ae | pis eens | Pier hs Pe 
White. | Negro. 


Aver- | Aver-| Ratio | Aver- | Aver-| Ratio 
Num-| age age |ofcash| Num-} age age | ofcash 
berof| cash | value |rentto| beroi| cash | value | rent to 
farms. rent per) per land | farms. |rent per} per land 


acre. acre. | value. | acre. | acre. | value. 
VIRGINIA. | 
Halifax: 

LeULE api aod ea 2 ee 12 | $1.58 $33 4.7 9{ $2.03 $46 4.4 
(RGSS 2 ee el re 3 1. 70 30 Bt Re ee ee a 
Kinship not hig 5S Pees 3 1. 53 27 D8 |e. o oea| s.r 
Cees.) —————— 5 1. 56 37 423. e225 oo) tebe be ee 
One year on farm. ..........- | 3 1. 48 30 5.0 3 Sate 33 17.6 
mibouher years... 2.5..... 2 2. 09 86 2.4 6 1.60 47 3.4 

Pittsylvania: 
gl. 4 eee 58 2. 93 68 4.3 14 212, 32 6.5 
Looe Bea 10 Py A| 83 Ok We 23.) Ae se le 
Kinship not reported............. 7 5. O04 98 Way Jel |e anaes ee (3 eb |... 
No kinship, total................. 41] 2.91 59 ca) See RS eS 
One year on farm... .....-;.- 13 4.05 55 7.4 | 4 7.19 45 15.9 
AWother years. ..-.:..---2-.. 28 2.17 61 3.6 | 10 1.16 30 3.9 


1 ve 
may eae las a eee is 
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TABLE 1—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value on rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


White. Japanese. 
Aver-| Aver- | Ratio Aver- | Aver-| Ratio 
Num-| age age |ofcash| Num-| age age | of cash 
ber of | cash | value |rent to| berof | cash | value | rent to 
farms. |rent per| per land | farms. |rent per} per land 
acre. | acre. | value. acre. | acre. | value. 
WASHINGTON. 
Clark 
Hina a eee Seer 251} $3.61 $113 3.2 5 | $8.86 $178 5.0 
ARINSHUD Ss: ee nee oo eee ade oe eee 38 3.48 128 2: Tilo Joos see ee es ee ee 
Kinship not reported...........-- 39 5. 56 118 4, |: 2202). c eee ee eee 
No kinship; totals 2 Po. sa. 174 3. 29 109 3. O Wiss ee Ie cee oe ee eee 
One year onitarm 2... 25222. 85 4. 00 129 3.1 3 4. 82 109 4.4 
AlVother years: 22.2 22.232: .. 89 2.72 94 2.9 2! 33.97 603 5.6 
King 
Bop alent es UE i es 365 8. 41 216 20. 72 404 5. 
AAINSHID See ete) eee ESS teed 36 | 10.64 277 8K oeewefe wees oe |. ee eee 
Kinship not reported.........-..- 0 | eee da] sce tohos sale o.eels aoe Sees er 
Workanship: totals...) #o <2 54: 8.2 329 8.13 209 Dinh. a wierete DI Se Pale ee eee 
One year on farm. .......-.-.|. 153 8.13 183 21.92 413 5.3 
Alfother years. -.-....< 3-252 176 8.13 225 19. 78 397 5.0 
Kitsap: 
PRotalee sees te eae. See 59 4. 28 172 5. 51 188 2.9 
SITES eee eon foe 3 2.95 B80.) < TO | See eal eee ee 
Kinship not reported............- f 6. 88 1 fe UR Mtb? Son Ge Meer Flees t eel ere 
No kinship; total:- <2. 22: 2.224.222 52 4. 21: LOG 2. fi. aoe coe = fe Sed eee 
One year on farm ..o 2: 225222. 25 6. 06 198 8. 89 273 3.3 
Alhotheryears22. 2.20522. 27 3.30 150 5.18 179 2.9 
Pierce: _ 
TOOT [ES eta Re Sr ne tee 201 7. 08 184 22. 31 432 5.2 
(Rensnipees co 05 222 ene o 13 7.60 159 -)) 4.8 [os oo... ew acess |e eee 
Kinship not reported...........-- 28 4. 59 122") BB acs stecn so Sods | See | eee 
INotkanship, totalcc2 6 si.<c. S260 160 7. 42 HOD. | 8. 8 Wack ce ec a2 SSS ee eee 
One year on farms: _ 5-222. 82 5. 81 141 30. 39 577 5.3 
AlNotheryearsss-: c2<cseee -< 78 8. 81 242 20. 96 408 5.1 
Spokane: 
Min Alene S322 site ae se ccc se ees 286 2.42 70 3.5 9.38 262 3.6 
eitiShipssee ce = dank 2 -seaibt-2oss 35 2.47 81 a | eee ee ere Peepers ek 
Kinship not reported.......------ 5 1.48 48 Bek | icc S52 Te]b She els See 
No anship total: 2522 326528-5- 22 246 2.44 68 Bs OF | s Sates eral oc oreea ois | er ee eee 
Onewearonifarms: 2. :- 2) 138 2.62 66 4.0 16. 55 241 6.9 
Other years: s..s-.c2>--c5- 108 2. 25 70 3.2 7. 66 267 2.9 
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TaBLe 1.—Average rent, average value, and ratio of rent to value on rented farms 
classified by kinship, color, and period of occupancy, by counties—Continued. 


Aver- | Aver- | Ratio Aver- | Aver- | Ratio 
Num-| age age ofcash| Num-]| age age | ofcash 
ber of | cash | value | rentto} berof| cash | value | rent to 


farms. jrent per} per land | farms. jrent per} per land 


acre. acre. 


Dane. Dodge. 
WISCONSIN. 8 

OOS ee, ee 472 | $4.85 $143 3.4 237 | $5.08 $144 Apts 
TO TAG) eee tse ie ae sees 196 4.70 143 3.3 94 5.18 155 a0 
Kinship not reported... ....-.-.-- 53 4.74 134 3.5 30 4.76 127 3.8 
No kinship, total.............-.-. 223} 5.04 145 3.5 113 | 5.10 138 ox] 

Onewear on'farm::! +... -- 4... | 60 6.10 154 4.0 38 6.13 159 3.8 
well other yeartsescos....-. 0+. 163 4.69 142 3.3 75 4.62 128 3.6 
Fon du Lac. Grant. 

Meee tA n22..6------ 22. - 6-2 - 192 4. 93 128 3.9 401 4.57 130 3.5 
LTTSUT HT 6 Se aaa a 78 5. 05 132 3.8 135 4.12 131 Sat 
Kinship not reported..........--- 25 4.98 122 4.1 66 4.64 132 Sag 
No kimship, total... <.0.......... 89 | 4.79 125 3.8 200| 4.88 128 3.8 

One year onfarm............ 34 5. 87 123 4.8 65 5.61 123 4.5 
PANUOEDEE years. acces Sa so. - BD 4.14 126 3.3 135 4.60 130 Bde 
Jefferson. Richland. 

VELA OR) i DA ee ee ee 304 4.75 125 3.8 55 4.44 108 4.1 
eS tee = cette soe sk 106 4.91 130 3.8 18 4.39 132 558) 
Kinship not reported.-.....-.--.--- 55 4.74 122 3.9 9 3.69 89 4.1 
INo kinship, totale-c-co5 22-2. 2... 143 | 4.63 123 3.8 28 4.81 95 5.1 

Onevear on farnl..2.-...=.-- 4371. Badd 125 4.4 21 4.37 82 5.3 
Bilother years--~2::.-.-.2:-- 100 4, 29 122 3.5 < 6.05 129 4.7 

Rock. Walworth. 
MI orem ne == a= 193 5.67 151 3.8 311 5. 24 136 3.9 
IP. -20-------2-0---5-------- 46 5. 35 155 3.4 64 4.81 134 3.6 
Kinship not reported...........-- 16 5. 58 132 4.2 79 4.92 127 3.9 
INokinship, totale... 8:22:52 5.4.2. 131 5. 82 151 3.9 168 5. 60 141 4.0 
Oneyearonfarm . >... 225-2 - 49 6.96 140 5.0 73 6.30 144 4.4 
mVotheryears, os. 2222s... - 82 5. 27 156 3.4 95 5. 07 140 3.6 


acre. acre. 


The ratios in this table were figured from the total rent and total land value. 


rounded off to the nearest dollars, so that the ratios calculated from the avera 


will not always be identical with the ratios given in the table. 


value. 


The average values were 


gerents and the average values 
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TABLE 2.—County groups used in this study. 


District, State, and county. District, State, and county. District, State, and county. 
Group 1. GRovup 7—Continued. GRovpP 10—Continued. 
Vermont: Ohio—Continued, Illinois—Continued. 
Addison. Frankli Whiteside. 
Franklin. Hardin. Woodford. 
Orange. Madison. Iowa: 
Rutland. Mercer. Adair. 
Windsor. Morrow. Audubon 
New York: Pickaway. Benton 
Columbia. Putnam. Boone. 
Franklin. Union. Buchanan 
Washington. Crawford. Cedar. 
Massachusetts: rie. Cherokee. 
Berkshire. Fulton Clinton. 
Franklin. Huron Carroll. 
Hampden. Lucas Crawford. 
Hampshire. Wood Dallas. 
Middlesex. Indiana: Fayette. 
Worcester. Allen Greene. 
Bartholomew. Guthrie. 
GROUP 2. Boone. Hamilton. 
Franklin. Hancock. 
New York: Grant. Ida. 
Delaware. Hamilton. Towa. 
Otsego. Hendricks. Jackson. 
Ulster. | Henry Jasper. 
Pennsylvania: Jay. Johnson. 
e. Madison. Jones. 
Wayne. Marshall. Keokuk. 
Miami. Linn. 
GROUP 3. Montgomery. Lyon. 
Putnam. Madison. 
New York: Shelby. Marshall. 
Cortland. Tipton. Muscatine. 
Livingston. Vigo. Osceola. 
Onondaga. Wells. Plymouth. 
Oswego. Polk. 
Seneca. GRoupP 8. Poweshiek. 
Wyoming. Michigan: ac. 
Chautauqua. Lapeer. Sioux 
Lenawee. Story 
GRouP 4. Oakland. Scott. 
Sanilac. Tama. 
Pennsylvania: Washtenaw. Winnebago. 
Butler. ass. Winneshiek. 
Clearfield. Kent. Wright. 
Indiana. Allegan Missouri: 
Ottawa Nodaway. 
GROUP 5. Van Buren. Kansas: 
Brown. 
Pennsylvania: GROUP 9. Jackson. 
Center. Wisconsin: Jefferson. 
Luzerne. Dane. Nemaha 
Lycoming. Dodge. Nebraska: 
Fond du Lae. Burt. 
GROUP 6. Jefferson. Butler 
ee gra Cedar. 
Ohio: ock. Cuming 
Ashtabula. arerth. Dakota 
Columbiana. Tlinois: Dixon 
Cuyahoga. Boone. Dodge 
Holmes. Kane. Gage. 
Lorain. McHenry. Jefferson. 
Mahoning. Knox. 
Medina. GROUP 10. Lancaster. 
Stark. Tilinois: Madison. 
Summit. Bureau. Nuckolls. 
Wayne. Carroll. Pawnee. 
Hocking. DeKalb. Pierce. 
Jackson. Ford. Saline. 
Monroe. Troquois. Saunders. 
Muskingum. Kankakee. Seward. 
Sa La Salle. Stanton. 
shington. Lee. Thayer. 
Livingston. Thurston. 
GROUP 7. Marshall. Wayne. 
McLean Webster. 
Ohio: Ogle. South Dakota: 
Auglaize. Putnam Bon Homme 
Clark. Stark. Clay. 
Delaware. Stevenson. Lake. 
Fayette, Winnebago. Lincoln, 
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TABLE 2.—County groups used in this study—Continued. 
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District, State, and county. 


GRovp 10—Continued. 
South Dakota—Continued. 
Minnehaha. 


GRovpP ll. 


Montgomery. 
Pike. 


Sangamon. 
Schuyler. 
Shelby. , 
Missouri: 
Adair. 


District, State, and county. 


Group 13—Continued. 
Miss ouri—Continued. 


Dade. 
Johnson. 
Lafayette. 
Lawrence. 
McDonald. 


Morris. 
McPherson. 
Osage. 
Reno. 
Saline. 
Wabaunsee. 


Group 14. 


Minnesota: 
Chisago. 
Dakota. 
Douglas. 
Goodhue. 
Isanti. 
Kandiyohi. 
Lac Qui Parle. 
Le Sueur. 
Lyon. 

McLeod. 

Morrison. 

Nicollet. 


Wadena. 
Yellow Medicine. 


Group 15. 


Minnesota: 
Clay. 
Kittson. 
Norman. 


Polk. 

North Dakota: 
Cass. 
Grand Forks. 
Richland. 


Steele. 
Trail. 


GROUP 16. 


Colorado: 
Adams. 
Arapahoe. 
Boulder. 
Jefferson. 
Larimer. 
Morgan. 
Weld. 


District, State, and county. 


GROUP 17. 
Colorado: 
Bent. 
Otero. 
Prowers. 


GROUP 18, 


Colorado: 
Baca. 
Las Animas. 


GrouP 19, 


Colorado: 
Conejos. 
Costilla. 


GrRovupP 20. 


Gem. 
Jefferson. 
Jerome. 
Fremont. 
Madison. 
Minidoka. 
Payette. 
Twin Falls. 
Oregon: 
aker. 


GROUP 21. 
Idaho: 

Latah. 

Lewis. 

Kootenai. 

Nez Perce: 
Washington: 

Spokane. 


GROUP 22, 
Washington: 
Kin 


g. 
Kitsap. 
Pierce. 


GrRovupP 23. 


GROUP 24, 


Oregon: 
Coos. 
California: 
Humboldt. 


GROUP 25. 


California: 
Alameda. 
San Benito. 
Santa Clara. 
| Sonoma. 
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TABLE 2.—County groups used in this study—Continued. 


District, State, and county. 


GROUP 26. 


California: 
Madera. 
Merced. 
Sacramento. 
San Joaquin. 
Solano. 
Yolo. 


GROUP 27. 


California: 
Los Angeles. 
Orange 
Shnte Bicbara: 


GROUP 28. 


California: 
Imperial. 

Arizona: 
Maricopa. 


GROUP 29. 


Oklahoma: 
Blaine. 
Caddo. 
Canadian. 
Comanche. 
Dewey. 
Garfield. 
Grady. 


Kay. 
Kingfisher. 
Kiowa. 
Logan. 
McClain. 
Major. 
Oklahoma. 
Cease. 
ayne. 
Cleveland. 
Garvin. 
Hughes. 
Lincoln. 
Okfuskee. 
Okmulgee. 
Seminole. 


GRovupP 30. 
Oklahoma: 


Haskell. 
Le Flore. 


GRovpP 31. 


Texas: 
Parker. 
Palo Pinto. 
Tarrant. 


GROUP 382. 


Texas: 
Collin. 
Navarro. 
Limestone. 
Falls. 
Travis. 


GROUP 33. 


Texas: 
Anderson. 
Bastrop. 
Bowie. 
Brazos. 
Burleson. 
Cass. 
Caldwell. 


District, State, and county. 


Group 33—Continued. 


Texas—Continued. 
Cherokee. 
Houston. 
Lee. 

Leon. 
Lamar. 
Marion. 
Milam. 
Panola. 
Red River. 
Robertson. 
Rusk. 
Smith. 
Wood. 

Louisiana: 
Claiborne. 
Union. 


GROUP 34. 


Texas: 
Brazoria. 
Chambers. 
Galveston. 
Harris. 
Jefferson. 
Wharton. 


GROUP 35. 


Louisiana: 
Arcadia. 
Assumption. 
Iberia. 


St. Landry. 


GROUP 36. 


Arkansas: 
Conway. 
Jefferson. 
Lonoke. 
Perry. 
Pulaski. 
Pope. 


GROUP 37. 


Mississippi: 
Bolivar. 
Claiborne. 
Coahoma. 
De Soto. 
Issaquena. 
Jefferson. 
Madison. 
Panola. 
Quitman, 


Cross. 
Crittendon. 
Desha. 
Lee. 

a ee 


St. Francis. 
Louisiana: 

East Carroll. 

Madison. 

Tensas. 


District, State, and county. 


GRovupP 37—Continued. 
ee 


Eadondale: 
Tipton. 


GROUP 38. 


Kentucky: 
Christian. 
Daviess. 
Henderson. 
Todd 


” GRovuP 39, 


Bourbon. 
Clark. 
Fayette. 
Jessamine. 
Madison. 
Mercer. 
Scott. 
Woodford. 


GROUP 40. 


Tennessee: 
Bedford. 
Ratherford. 
Cannon. 
Coffee. 


GrRouP 41. 


Alabama: 
Cullman. 
Fayette. 
Limestone. 
Madison. 
Marion. 
Walker. 


GROUP 42. 


Alabama: 
Dallas. 
L 


ee. 

Lowndes. 
Macon. 
Marengo. 
Montgomery. 
Sumter. 
Wilcox. 

Mississippi: 
Lowndes. 
Noxubee. 


GrRovuP 43. 


Alabama: 
Baldwin. 
Clarke. 
Connecuh. 
Escambia. 
Monroe. 


GROUP 44. 


Georgia: 
Baker. 
Bleckley. 
Bibb. 
Calhoun. 
Crawford. 
Dooly. 
Dougherty. 
Houston. 
Jefferson. 
Johnson. 
Laurens. 
Lee 


Macon. 
Marion. 
Muscogee 
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TABLE 2.—County groups used in this study—Continued. 


{ i 
District, State, and county. | District, State, and county. | District, State, and county. 
j (oat ee 1 es | 
Group 44—Continued. Group 45—Continued. Group 48. 
Georgia—Continued. Georgia—Continued. | North Carolina: 
Pulaski. Catoosa. Edgecomb. 
Richmond. Floyd. Halifax. 
Sumter. Gordon. Northampton. 
Taylor Whitfield. Pitt. 
ges. 
Washington. GROUP 46. COUNTIES NOT IN THE GROUPS. 
Wilkinson. 
South Carolina: South Carolina: Texas: 
Barnwell. Kershaw. El Paso 
Greenwood. Lee. Colorado: 
Delta. 
Virginia: Adams, 
Georgia: Halifax. Pennsylvania: 
Campbell. Pittsylvania. Chester. 
Clayton. | North Carolina: 
DeKalb. Caswell. 
Fulton. Person. 
Madison. Rockingham. ° 
Talbot } 


\ 
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